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COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS, 


?» 


3BEl!f[iatlina«  €tms, 


imXXLTKfnSlTU  AND  FOURTBRNTH  TBAR8  OF  THR  RRIdN  OF  VICTORIA 


Auj^adnus  (ttm,  1849. 

Comity  of  Warwick — ^Northern  Division. 

DAVID  CAPELL,  Appellant,  The  Oyerseers  of  ASTON, 

Respondents.    Nov.  12. 

A.  eiMiMi  snd  oeevpied  flraehold  land  i&  the  pwisli  of  B.,  of  «ioro  than  the  elear  jeariy  rafaie  of 
4Sf,  and  alio  ooenpied,  as  toiMiif,  a  hoaie  of  M<»r«  than  the  elear  yearly  rahie  of  19L,  m  the 
parish  of  C,  at  a  dlatanee  firom  the  land, — ^botii  home  and  land  being  within  the  bonmgh  of 
D. : — Held,  that  A.  was  entitled  to  be  registered  for  the  eonn^,  in  reipeet  of  the  kuid,  and 
also  for  the  borongh,  in  respect  of  the  komtt;  tor,  thal^  in  eider  to  gire  dfeoi  to  all  the  words 
of  the  24th  section  of  the  2  W.  4»  e.  46,  as  ezponnded  bj  the  27th  section,  it  was  necessary  to 
read  it  as  applicable  to  the  tenant  or  owner  distribatiTely,  and  to  eonstme  Ac  words  ^oecnpied 
by  him  therewith  as  owner,"  as  importing  an  ownership  as  well  of  the  honte  as  of  the  land  to 
be  vnited  with  it-— in  harmony  with  the  proTision  by  which  tenanted  land,  to  be  united  with  a 
tenanted  house,  mnst  be  occnpied  nnder  the  same  landlord.    [See  the  nesAease.] 

Dayid  Gaprll  elmimed  to  liave  his  name  inserted  in  the  list  of 
oonnty  yoters,  for  the  parish  of  Aston,  in  the  town  of  Bjyrtingham,  as 
follows: 


2 


CAP8LL,  Arr^  ASKS,  Bbp.  K.  T.  18». 


1  CbrMiMiV«MM4 

0WMM  of  <Mb 

n— --. 

Valmor 

Gbfill,DBfUL 

#,?«*«•  flinty 

WUi^lMd. 

BlooMsUny  SlrM(» 
PiMfirtoii  Maaor,  ia 
tkc  liberty  of  tke 

It  WM  proTed  tliat  Datid  CapeU  owned  mnd  occupied  fireehold  land  in 
the  pariah  of  Aaton,  of  more  than  the  clear  yearly  Talne  of  40«.,  and 
al80  oceapied,  aa  tenant,  a  honse,  of  more  than  the  clear  yearly  Talne  of 
lOLf  in  the  pariah  of  Birmingham,  at  a  diatanee  from  the  land :  both 
the  honae  and  the  land  were  within  the  limita  of  the  borongh  of  Birming- 
ham* 

It  was  objected,  that,  nnder  the  statnte  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  as.  24, 27,  David 
Capell  waa  not  entitled  to  vote  for  the  county,  in  respect  of  his  land,  aa 
the  house  and  the  land  were  to  be  taken  together  as  forming  a  borough 
qualification. 

The  revising  barrister  held  the  objection  good,  and  disallowed  the 
claim. 

The  cases  of  twelve  other  persons  whose  claims  to  vote  rested  on 
grounds  precisely  similar  to  the  above,  were  consolidated  with  the  prin- 
cipal case. 

Keane^  for  the  appellant.  The  question  in  this  case  turns  upon  the 
24th  section  of  the  reform  act,  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  which  enacts,  ^^  that,  not- 
withstanding anything  thereinbefore  contained,  no  person  shall  be  entitled 
*81  ^^  *^ote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  or  knights  of  the  shire  to  serve 

-*  in  any  future  parliament  in  respect  of  his  estate  or  interest  as  a  free- 
holder in  any  house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building 
occupied  by  himself,  or  in  any  land  occupied  by  himself  together  with 
any  house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,  such 
house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building  being,  either 
separately,  or  jointly  with  the  land  so  occupied  therewith,  of  such  value 
as  would,  aceording  to  the  provisions  thereinafter  contained,  confer  on 
him  the  right  of  voting  for  any  city  or  borough,  whether  he  shall  or  shall 
not  have  actually  acquired  the  right  to  vote  for  such  city  or  borough  in 
respect  thereof."  The  facts  stated  by  the  revising  barrister  do  not  bring 
the  case  within  that  provision :  the  land  is  at  a  distance  from  the  house, 
and  in  a  different  parish,  and  cannot  in  any  sense  be  said  to  be  ^^  occu* 
pied  therewith."  [Wilde,  C.  J.  You  would  contend  that  a  house  on  one 
side  of  a  highway,  and  a  garden  on  the  other  side,  could  not  be  occupied 
together  ?]  A  public  road  could  be  no  obstacle  to  a  joint  holding :  but, 
oould  the  Duke  of  Devonshire  be  said,  in  the  sense  here  meant,  to  occupy 
hia  mansion  in  Piocadilly  *^  together  with"  Chatsworth  ?  or  the  Duke  of 


8  HANNINe,  GRANGER,  &  SCOTT.  8 

Northumberland  to  occupy  Sion  House  *^  together  with*'  Northumberland 
House? 

The  27th  enacts,  ^'  that,  in  every  city  or  borough  which  shall  return  a 
member  or  members  to  serve  in  any  future  parliament,  every  male  person 
of  full  age,  and  not  subject  to  any  legal  incapacity,  who  shall  occupy 
within  such  city  or  borough,  or  within  any  place  sharing  in  the  election 
for  such  city  or  borough,  as  avmer  or  tenanty  any  house,  warehouse, 
counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,  being,  either  separately,  or  jointly 
with  any  land  within  such  city,  borough,  or  place,  occupied  therewith  by 
him  as  owner,  or  occupied  therewith  by  him  as  tenant  under  the  same 
landlord,  of  the  clear  ^yearly  value  of  not  less  than  lOZ.,  shall,  if  r^  i 
duly  registered  according  to  the  provisions  hereinafter  contained,  be 
entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  or  members  to  serve  in  any 
future  parliament  for  such  city  or  borough."  To  bring  the  case  within 
that  section,  the  party  must  be  the  occupier  of  both  house  and  land,  as 
owner,  or  he  must  be  the  occupier  of  both  as  tenant  under  the  same  land- 
lord. If  he  be  the  owner  of  the  one  and  tenant  of  the  other,  neither  the 
words  nor  the  spirit  of  the  act  are  satisfied.  [Maulb,  J.  That  argument 
rather  founds  itself  upon  inference  than  upon  the  very  words  of  the  statute.] 
This  is  the  view  which  seems  to  have  been  taken  by  Erlb,  J.,  in  Dew- 
hurst,  app.,  Fielden,  resp.,  7  M.  &  G.  182,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  1018, 1  Lutw. 
Beg.  Gas.  274,  where  that  learned  judge  says  (8  Scott,  N.  B.  1018) : 
'*  The  27th  section  requires  that  one  building  of  a  certain  value  shall  be 
occupied,  in  order  to  obtain  the  franchise,  or  land  may  be  joined  to  the 
building :  but,  if  the  land  is  occupied  by  the  party  as  tenant,  it  must  be 
held  under  the  same  landlord."  A  singleness  of  possession  and  title, 
seems  always  to  have  been  required.  The  principle  is  recognised  in 
Powell,  app.,  Price,  resp.,  4  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  105,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Gas. 
586.  There,  A.  occupied  a  shop,  which,  together  with  a  house  and  other 
premises,  also  occupied  by  him,  constituted  a  sufficient  qualification  in 
point  of  value,  neither  being  sufficient  alone.  The  shop  was  separated 
firom  the  rest  of  the  premises  by  a  yard,  in  the  exclusive  occupation  of 
A.,  but  there  was  no  complete  curtilage  or  fence  surrounding  the  whole, 
the  yard  being  approached  by  a  passage  at  the  side  of  the  shop,  open  to 
the  street,  which  was  also  the  property  of  A.,  but  used  by  the  tenant  of 
the  adjoining  house  in  common  with  him :  it  was  held,  that  the  shop 
could  not  be  joined  with  the  '^'rest  of  the  premises,  so  as  to  constitute  p^^ 
one  entire  qualification  under  s.  27. 

MeUor,  for  the  respondent.  The  object  of  the  24th  section  was,  to 
prevent  persons  having  borough  qualifications,  from  voting  for  the  county 
in  respect  of  the  same  qualification ;  taking  away,  in  such  cases,  the  right 
to  vote  acquired  under  the  8  H.  6,  c.  7.  This  is  plain,  from  the  25th 
lection,  which  enacts,  '^  that,  notwithstanding  anything  hereinbefore  con- 
tained, no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  or 
knights  of  the  shire  to  serve  in  any  future  parliament,  in  respect  of  his 
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estate  or  interest  as  a  copyholder  or  customary  tenant,  or  tenant  in 
ancient  demesne,  holding  by  copy  of  conrt-roU,  or  as  such  lessee  or  assignee, 
or  as  such  tenant  and  occupier  as  aforesaid,  in  any  house,  warehouse, 
counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,  or  in  any  land  occupied  together 
with  a  house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,  such 
house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building  being,  either 
separately,  or  jointly  with  the  land  so  occupied  therewith,  of  such  value 
as  would,  according  to  the  proyisions  hereinafter  contained,  confer  on  him 
or  on  any  other  person  the  right  of  voting  for  any  city  or  borough, 
whether  he  or  any  other  person  shall  or  shall  not  have  actually  acquired 
the  right  to  vote  for  such  dty  or  borough  in  respect  thereof."  This  clause 
disfranchises  copyholders  in  boroughs,  not  confining  it  to  the  case  of 
owner  and  occupier  being  one  and  the  same  person.  Reading  the  24th 
section  with  the  27th,  which  is  incorporated  in  it  by  reference,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  word  ^^  therewith"  means,  with  reference,  not  to  9pace^ 
but  to  time.  [Y.  Williams,  J.  The  word  ^^  therewith"  is  not  used  in 
the  corresponding  clause  (s.  11)  of  the  Scotch  reform  act,  2  &  3  W.  4, 
c.  65.]  The  only  condition  is,  that  the  land  and  the  house  shall  be  locally 
4cgi  ^situate  within  the  same  honmgh.  The  dictum  of  Tindal,  C.  J., 
in  Dewhurst,  app.,  Fielden,  resp., — ^that  the  amount  of  qualification 
may  be  made  up  by  the  conjunction  of  land  occupied  with  a  house,  ftc., 
only  where  the  value  of  the  house  alone  would  not  suffice  to  give  a  qua- 
lification,— is  extra  judicial  imd  uncalled  for.  The  value  is  wholly  imma^ 
terial,  if  the  land  be  occupied  together  with  the  house.  A  person  who 
13  tenant  of  a  house  and  ovmer  of  land,  is  clearly  within  this  section. 
The  test  is,  that  the  voter  shall  be  a  person  of  such  credit  as  to  be  able 
to  occupy  a  lOZ.  house.  The  object  of  the  legislature  will  be  as  weH 
secured  by  the  voter's  being  tenant  of  a  house,  and  owner  of  land,  being 
together  occupied  by  him,  and  of  the  required  value.  The  dictum  of 
Erlb,  J.,  in  Dewhurst,  app.,  Fielden,  resp.,  was  wide  of  the  question  ia 
judgment.  But  for  the  restriction  imposed  by  this  section,  the  qualifi* 
cation  might  have  been  made  up  of  two  plots  of  ground  held  under  dif^ 
ferent  landlords.  '  A  qualification  cannot  be  gained  by  the  addition  of 
any  land  that  is  held  under  a  different  landlord :  but  there  is  no  diffi* 
culty  in  the  owner  of  a  house  joining  two  or  more  pieces  of  land,  pro- 
vided he  holds  them  as  tenant  under  the  same  landlord. 

Keane^  in  reply.  The  real  question  here  is,  whether  a  man  shall  be 
allowed  to  vote  for  the  county,  and  also  for  the  borough,  in  respect  of 
the  same  qualification.  The  reading  of  the  24th  section,  by  the  respond- 
ent, altogether  overlooks  the  words  ^'together  with"  and  ^* therewith :'* 
and  the  same  difficulty  arises  upon  the  27th  section. 

WiLDB,  0.  J.  We  will  hear  the  argument  on  the  next  case,  before  we 
pronounce  any  opinion. 
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♦BURTON,  Appellant ;  The  Overseers  of  ASTON,  Respondents.  [*T 

Nov.  12. 

A.  oimmI  And  oeoopled  freehold  Und  in  tlie  paruh  of  B.  of  more  thin  the  dear  J9vtij  Tfthie  of 
40«^  and  also  oeenpied,  at  teiMni,  a  house  of  le$9  than  the  clear  yearly  ralne  of  10<.,  in  tha 
parUh  of  C,  at  a  distance  from  the  1and,>-both  house  and  land  being  within  the  borough  of 
n^  and,  if  added  together,  being  of  yalne  foflieient  to  form  a  boroagh  qnaliilcation :— Held| 
that  A.  was  entitled  to  be  registered  for  the  coontj,  in  respeot  of  the  Und,  bat  sot. for  thf 
borough. 

John  Burton  claimed  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  list  of  eonnty 
Toters  for  the  parish  of  Aston,  in  the  town  of  Birmingham,  as  follows :— 


Christian  Name  and 
Surname  of  each 
Voter,      at      Adl 
length. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
Qnaliiieation. 

Street^  d;e.,  where  Pro- 
perty aitaate,  Ac 

Burton,  John. 

S4   Court  Lower, 
Brearly  Street  Bir- 
mingham. 

Freehold 
bnUdinglaad. 

Bloomsbury  Street^  in 
the  Liberty  of  Neoh- 
ells,  in  the  Parish  of 
Aston,  in  the  Bo- 
rough of  Birming- 
ham. 

It  was  proved  that  John  Barton  aumed  and  occupied  freehold  land,  in 
the  parish  of  Aston,  of  mare  than  the  clear  yearly  value  of  40».,  and  also 
occupied,  as  tenant^  a  house,  of  le%9  than  the  clear  yearly  value  of  10?., 
in  the  parish  of  Birmingham,  at  a  distance  from  the  land.  Both  the 
house  and  the  land  were  within  the  limits  of  the  borough  of  Birmingham, 
and,  taken  together,  were  of  sufficient  value  to  form  a  borough  qu^ifica* 
tion. 

It  was  objected,  that,  under  the  statute  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  ss.  24, 27,  John 
Burton  was  not  entitled  to  vote  for  the  county  in  respect  of  his  land,  as 
the  house  and  land  were  to  be  taken  together,  as  forming  a  borough 
qualification. 

The  revising  barrister  held  the  objection  good,  and  disallowed  the 
claim. 

The  case  of  Thomas  Whitmore,  whose  claim  to  vote  rested  on  grounds 
precisely  similar  to  the  above,  was  consolidated  with  the  principal  case. 

*Keanej  for  the  appellant.  The  only  distinction  between  the  ~ 
former  case  and  this,  is,  that  here  the  house  is  of  Um  than  the  dear  L 
yearly  value  of  lOL  In  addition  to  what  has  been  already  urged,  it  will 
only  be  necessary  to  invite  attention  to  two  other  sections  of  the  2  W.  4, 
c.  45,  viz.  the  30th  and  the  68th.  The  80th  section  enacts,  ^^  that,  in 
every  city  or  borough  which  shall  return  a  member  or  members  to  serve 
in  any  future  parliament,  and  in  every  place  sharing  in  the  election  for 
such  city  or  borough,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  person  occupying  any 
house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,  either  separately, 
or  jointly  with  any  land  occupied  therewith  by  him  as  owner,  or  occupied 
therewith  by  Mm  as  tenant  under  the  same  landlord^  in  any  parish  or 
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township  in  which  there  shall  be  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  to  claim 
to  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  respect  of  such  premises,  whether 
the  landlord  shall  or  shall  not  be  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor  in  respect  thereof;  and,  npon  such  oconpier  so  claiming,  and  actually 
paying  or  tendering  the  fall  amount  of  the  rate  or  rates,  if  any,  then 
due  in  respect  of  such  premises,  the  overseers  of  the  parish  or  township 
in  which  such  premises  are  situate,  are  hereby  required  to  put  the  name 
of  such  occupier  upon  the  rate  for  the  time  being ;  and,  in  case  such 
overseer  shall  neglect  or  refuse  so  to  do,  such  occupier  shall  nevertheless, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  be  deemed  to  have  been  rated  to  the  relief 
of  the  poor,  in  respect  of  such  premises,  from  the  period  at  which  the 
rate  shall  have  been  made  in  respect  of  which  he  shall  have  so  claimed 
to  be  rated  as  aforesaid."  No  provision  is  here  made  for  the  contingency 
of  the  two  properties  being  situate  in  different  parishes.  The  words  are 
in  the  singular  number  throughout, — a  circumstance  that  is  much  relied 
^gi  on  by  TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  in  Dewhurst,  app.,  Fielden,  resp.     [V.  *Wii/- 

■*  LIAMS,  J.  Suppose, — which  is  not  infrequent, — the  house  is  partly 
in  one  parish  and  partly  in  another  ?]  In  that  case,  the  rating  would 
be  in  one  parish  only.  [Maule,  J.  The  natural  meaning  of  the  30th 
section  certainly  seems  to  be,  that  the  party  must  occupy  both  house  and 
land  as  owner,  or  as  tenant  under  the  same  landlord.]  That  view  is  very 
much  confirmed  by  the  68th  section,  which  provides  for  the  erection  of 
polling  booths,  and  enacts,  that  the  returning  officer  "  shall  cause  to  be 
affixed  on  the  most  conspicuous  part  of  each  of  the^  said  booths  the  names 
of  the  several  parishes,  districts,  and  parts,  for  which  such  booth  is 
respectively  allotted ;  and  that  no  person  shall  be  admitted  to  vote  at  any 
such  election,  except  at  the  booth  allotted  for  the  parish,  district,  or  part 
wherein  the  property  may  be  situate  in  respect  of  which  he  claims  to 
vote,  or,  in  case  he  does  not  claim  to  vote  in  respect  of  property,  then 
wherein  his  place  of  abode,  as  described  in  the  register,  may  be."  If 
the  voter's  qusdification  consists  of  property  in  one  parish,  and  a  tenancy 
in  another,  there  would  be  a  difficulty  in  ascertaining  where  his  vote  is 
to  be  polled. 

Melhr  for  the  respondents.  There  is  nothing  in  the  last  objection : 
the  party  does  not  vote  in  respect  of  the  landy  which  is  the  accessory 
only,  but  for  the  house,  which  is  the  principal  qualification :  he  votes  in 
the  parish  where  the  house  is  situate.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  How,  in  the  case 
put,  of  a  house  situate  partly  in  one  parish  and  partly  in  another  ?]  In 
that  case,  he  may  vote  in  either  parish.  The  30th  section  does  not  very 
much  aid  the  construction  of  the  24th  and  27th  sections.  [MAtiLE,  J. 
The  words  ''under  the  same  landlord"  seem  to  be  an  exposition  of  the 
words  "occupied  therewith."  In  your  way  of  reading  the  clause,  the  word 
*101  "  ^^^^^^^^^"  ™^7  b^  rejected  altogether.]  The  word  is  satisfied 
by  '''saybg  that  the  premises  must  have  been  occupied  together 
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during  the  period  required  bj  s.  27,  to  confer  a  right  to  be  on  the 
register. 

Keane^  was  heard  in  reply.  Cur  adv.  vuU. 

Nov.  SO.  Wilde,  G.  J.,  now  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  These  were 
appeals  from  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  for  the  northern  divi- 
sion of  the  county  of  Warwick,  whereby  he  disallowed  the  claims  of  the 
appellants  to  be  placed  on  the  register  as  voters  for  the  county,  in 
respect  of  freehold  land  occupied  by  themselves  within  the  borough  of 
Birmingham,  of  more  than  the  yearly  value  of  408.  In  each  case,  the 
appellant  occupied  a  house,  as  tenant,  within  the  borough,  and  also  occu- 
pied his  own  freehold  land  within  the  borough,  but  situate  at  a  distance 
from  the  house,  and  in  a  differbnt  parish ;  the  house,  in  each  case,  being 
in  the  parish  of  Birmingham,  and  the  land  in  the  parish  of  Aston.  The 
cases  differ  only  in  this  circumstance,  that,  in  the  case  of  Capell,  the 
house  of  which  he  is  tenant,  is  of  the  annual  value  of  10/.,  and,  there- 
fore, confers  the  borough  qualification  without  the  land  in  question ;  in 
that  of  Burton,  the  value  of  the  house  is,  alone,  less  than  10/.,  but,  with 
the  addition  of  the  value  of  the  land,  amounts  to  that  sum.  Although 
this  difference  would  create  an  inconvenient  result  in  the  former  case, 
which  does  not  arise  in  the  latter,  if  the  decision  of  the  revising  barris- 
ter be  correct,  it  appears  to  us  that  both  depend  on  the  same  question 
of  construction,  and  must  be  governed  by  the  same  principle.  As  in 
these  cases  the  ownership  of  the  land  confers  a  right  to  vote  for  the 
county,  unless  taken  away  by  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  the  question  turns  on  the 
construction  to  be  given  to  the  24th  section  of  that  act,  as  connected 
with  and  expounded  by  *the  27th ;  the  object  of  the  first  being  to  j-^^^ 
prevent  land  lying  within  a  parliamentary  borough  from  conferring 
a  double  franchise  for  the  borough  and  the  county,  and  the  last  defining 
the  conditions  of  the  borough  franchise. 

The  object  of  the  24th  section  is,  to  exclude  freehold  estate  occupied 
by  the  owner  within  the  borough,  which,  by  reason  of  its  occupation,  may 
confer  the  borough  franchise,  from  also  conferring  a  vote  for  the  county 
within  which  it  is  situate.  It  enacts  "  that  no  person  shall  be  entitled 
to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  of  the  shire  to  serve  in  parliament  in 
respect  of  his  estate  or  interest  as  a  freeholder  in  any  house,  warehouse, 
counting-house,  shop  or  other  building,  occupied  by  himself,  or  in  any 
land  occupied  by  himself  together  with  any  house,  &c.,  such  house,  &c., 
being,  either  separately,  or  jointly  with  the  land  so  occupied  therewith, 
of  such  value  as  would,  according  to  the  provisions  hereinafter  contained, 
confer  on  him  the  right  of  voting  for  any  borough,  whether  he  shall  or 
shall  not  have  actually  acquired  the  right  to  vote  for  such  borough  in 
respect  thereof." 

On  reading  this  section  alone,  there  seems  nothing  to  indicate  that 
the  legislature  contemplated  other  than  a  freehold  interest,  either  in  the 
house  or  building  which  is  the  principal  and  essential  part  of  the  borough 
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franchise,  or  in  the  land  which  may  be  added  to  it  as  accessory :  but  the 
words  ^Hogether  with"  in  the  first  part  of  the  clause,  and  the  word 
^Uherewith*'  in  the  latter  part,  seem  to  import  either  a  local  contiguity 
or  a  similarity  of  tenure.  This  section,  however,  by  reference,  incor- 
porates the  provisions  of  the  27th  section,  which  defines  the  conditions 
of  the  borough  franchise,  and  must  be  explained  by  it.  That  section 
confers  the  franchise  on  every  person  ''who  shall  occupy  within  any 
^^ni  horough,  as  owner  or  tenant,  any  *house,  warehouse,  counting- 
-^  house,  shop,  or  other  building,  being,  either  separately,  or  jointly 
with  any  land  within  such  borough,  occupied  therewith  by  him  as  owner, 
or  occupied  therewith  by  him  as  tenant  under  the  same  landlord,  of  the 
clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  10/. 

The  question  on  this  section  is,  whether  land  occupied  by  a  party  as 
owner  within  a  borou^,  can  be  united  with  a  house,  &c.,  occupied  by 
him  as  tenant,  although  not  in  any  manner  connected  with  it.  And  it 
appears  to  us,  that,  in  order  to  give  ciTect  to  all  the  words  of  the  section, 
it  is  necessary  to  read  the  clause  as  applicable  to  the  tenant  or  owner 
distributively,  and  to  construe  the  words  "  occupied  by  him  therewith  as 
owner,"  as  importing  an  ownership  as  well  of  the  house  as  of  the  land  to 
be  united  with  it,  in  harmony  with  the  provision  by  which  tenanted  land, 
to  be  united  with  a  tenanted  house,  must  be  occupied  under  the  same 
landlord.  In  this  point  of  view,  to  enable  a  party  to  acquire  the  borough 
franchise,  by  adding  the  value  of  land  to  that  of  a  house  or  building  in 
itself  insufficient,  both  properties  must  be  occupied  as  owner  or  as  tenant 
under  the  same  landlord. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  that  the  land  in  these  cases  was 
not  capable  of  being  applied  to  the  purposes  of  the  borough  franchise 
under  the  27th  section ;  and,  consequently,  is  not  excluded,  under  the 
24th,  from  conferring  the  county  franchise  on  the  freeholder. 

The  result  is,  that,  the  appeal  in  both  cases  must  be  allowed,  and  the 
names  of  the  appellants,  and  of  those  other  persons  whose  cases  are 
dependent  upon  the  decision,  must  be  restored  to  the  register. 

Decisions  reversed. 


*131  *Kean€j  for  the  appellants,  asked  for  costs.  He  submitted, 
that,  although  the  respondents  were  the  overseers,  they  were  vo- 
lunteers in  the  attempt  to  sustain  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister : 
and  he  cited  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Cumberland,  5  D.  &  L.  430, 
where  it  was  held  that  a  party  who  succeeds  at  the  sessions  upon  au 
objection  which  turns  out  to  be  ill  founded,  and  resists  an  application  f(>r 
a  mandamus  to  correct  the  error,  by  showing  cause  against  it,  is  within 
the  general  rule  for  the  payment  of  the  costs  by  the  unsuccessful  party ; 
subject  to  exceptions  which  the  court  may  make  in  particular  cases,  in 
the  exercise  of  their  general  jurisdiction  over  the  costs. 


8  MANNING,  GRANGER,  ft  SCOTT.  13 

Wilde,  G.  J.  (after  consiilting  with  the  other  judges).  It  does  not 
appear  to  the  Court  that  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  respondents  ought 
to  pay  costs.  Rule  accordingly. 


Borough  of  Newport,  Isle  of  Wight. 
WHITE,  Appellant;  PRING,  Respondent.    Nov.  12. 

Where  the  respondent  appears,  but'  the  appellant  does  not, — the  eonrt  will  affirm  the  deeision, 

wik  eo9ttt. 

This  case  being  called  on,  and  no  counsel  appearing  on  behalf  of  the 
appellant, 

A,  M.  Skinner^  for  the  respondent,  prayed  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
and  his  costs ;  citing  Bage,  app.,  Pakins,  resp.,  7  M.  &  G.  156,  8  Scott, 
N.  R.  983,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  255,  and  Crocker,  app..  The  Overseers  of 
Lambeth,  resp.,  7  M.  &  G.  156,  n.,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  985,  1  Lutw.  Reg. 
Cas.  255,  n. 

Per  curiam^  Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 


♦Borough  of  KiDDBRMINSTBK.  [*14 

POWELL,  Appellant;  CASWELL,  Respondent.    ITov.  12. 

Tbc  onlj  notice  that  need  be  served  upon  the  respondent,  is  the  ten  days'  notice  required  by  the 
62d  election  of  the  6  A  7  Yiot.  c.  18,  of  the  appellant's  intention  duly  to  prosecute  the  appeal. 

Where  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  has  been  reTenod,  the  respondent  not  appearing, — 
the  court  will  not  allow  the  matter  to  be  le-opened. 

This  case  being  called  on,  and  no  counsel  appearing  on  behalf  of  the 
respondent, 

Keating^  for  the  appellant,  upon  an  affidavit  that  the  appellant  had, 
on  the  24th  of  October,  given  the  respondent  notice  of  his  intention  duly 
to  prosecute  the  appeal,  pursuant  to  the  62d  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c. 
18,  prayed  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  might  be  reversed. 

Per  Ouriantj  Decision  reversed. 

Nov,  26.  WilleSj  on  a  subsequent  day,  moved  that  the  case  might  be 
restored  to  the  paper,  for  argument,  on  the  ground  that  no  notice  had 
been  ^ven,  either  to  the  respondent,  or  to  his  attorney,  or  to  the  agent, 
that  the  appeal  had  been  set  down.  He  admitted  that  due  notice  had 
been  given  of  the  appellant's  intention  duly  to  prosecute  the  appeal. 
[WiLDB,  C.  J.  That  is  all  that  is  required.]  The  manner  of  proceeding 
upon  these  appeals  is,  by  s.  62,  to  be  "  according  to  the  ordinary  ruled 
and  practice  of  the  court  with  respect  to  special  cases,  so  far  as  the  same 
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may  be  applicable,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  act/* 
^1^1  The  rule  of  court,  Hilary,  4  W.  4,  r.  6,  which  dispenses  with  the 
■*  *conciliumy  requires  that  notice  shall  be  given  to  the  opposite  party, 
of  the  setting  down  of  demurrers,  special  cases,  and  special  verdicts.  At 
all  events,  the  case  should  not  have  been  disposed  of  without  a  hearing : 
Cooper,  app.,  Harris,  resp.,  Austin's  case,  7  M.  &  G.  97,  8  Scott,  N.  R. 
921, 1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  207.  And,  if  the  court  had  heard  the  appellant's 
case,  it  is  quite  impossible  that  they  could  have  reversed  the  decision  of 
the  revising  barrister.  [Maule,  J.  It  must  be  assumed  that  the  court 
read  the  case,  and  thought  it  clear  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  bar- 
rister was  wrong.  Talfourd,  J.  The  only  question  in  the  case  was, 
whether  the  residence  of  the  ohjector  was  properly  given :  it  was  admitted 
that  the  objection  was  a  valid  one.]  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion, 
direct  the  case  now  to  be  argued. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  The  ten  days*  notice  required  by  s.  62  having  been 
given,  all  was  done  that  the  practice  of  the  Court  requires.  That  notice 
is  given  in  substitution  of  the  notice  provided  for  by  the  rule  of  Hilary 
term  4  W.  4.  Strong  grounds  should  be  laid  before  the  court,  to  induce 
them  to  allow  a  case  to  be  re-heard. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Witter  took  nothing.    ' 


*'^^  *3fiu[iatlma3  (Knin,  isso. 

County  of  Surrey — ^Eastern  Division. 

JOHN  LEE,  Appellant ;  JOHN  HENRY  HUTCHINSON, 

Respondent.    Nov,  12. 

A.,  possessed  of  a  fVeehoId  e9tate  of  the  yearly  value  of  5f.,  mortgaged  it  for  100?. :  the  deed 
WHS  declared  to  be  a  security  for  the  principal  sum  only ;  and  the  power  of  sale  was  for  pay* 
mont  of  that  sum  only,  at  a  day  long  past:  but  it  was  found  as  a  fact  that  tnterctt  had  bccu 
regularly  paid  upon  the  100^  at  5  per  cent. :  Ilcld,  that  A.  had  not  an  interest  in  land  "  to  the 
value  of  4<l«.  by  the  year  at  the  least  above  all  charges/'  within  the  8  H.  6,  c.  7,  and  therefore 
was  not  entitled  to  be  registered  for  the  county. 

John  Lee  objected  to  the  name  of  John  Henry  Hutchinson  benig 
retained  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Croydon,  in  the  eastern 
division  of  the  county  of  Surrey. 

The  respondent  was  registered  in  respect  of  freehold  land,  the  value 
of  which  was  6?.  a  year ;  and  he  was  in  possession  of  the  estate.  The 
property  was  mortgaged,  to  secure  the  repayment  of  100?.  lent  to  the 
respondent ;  but  the  mortgage  did  not  extend  to  the  interest  on  the  loan. 

The  mortgage  was  dated  in  September,  1846 ;  and  recited  that  the 
respondent  was  indebted  to  the  mortgagee  in  1007.  for  money  some  time 
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.  previonsly  lent,  bnt  that  all  interest  on  the  same  had  been  paid  up  to  the 
date  of  the  mortgage.  TTie  proviso  for  redemption  *  was,  on  payment  of 
the  principal  money  only,  in  September,  1848 ;  and  the  respondent's 
covenant  was  for  payment  of  lOOt  sterling,  in  September,  1848.  The 
power  of  sale  became  absolute  on  default  in  payment  of  the  principal 
money  in  September,  1848 ;  and  the  sole  trust  as  to  the  ^proceeds  w^^^p^ 
of  the  sale,  was,  to  retain  the  principal  money,  and  to  pay  the 
balance  to  the  respondent. 

In  every  respect,  the  mortgage  was  made  a  security  for  the  principal 

.  money  only :  but  it  was  admitted  that  the  respondent  had  regularly  paid 
interest  on  the  loan,  at  the  rate  of  5^.  per  cent,  from  the  date  of  the 
mortgage. 

The  appellant  contended  that  the  respondent's  name  ought  to  be  ex- 
punged, because  he  had  not  40«.  a  year  from  the  land,  clear  of  all 
charges,  after  payment  of  interest  on  the  loan. 

The  respondent  urged  that  the  interest  was  not  charged  upon  the  land, 
but  was  merely  a  personal  liability ;  and  that,  therefore,  his  income  de- 
rived from  the  estate  was  not  subject  to  the  payment  of  it. 

The  revising  barrister  held,  that  there  was  no  charge  upon  the  land, 

/operating  in  reduction  of  the  annual  value  to  the  respondent,  so  as  to 
affect  his  right  to  be  registered ;  and  that,  as  the  mortgagee  had  not 
taken  possession,  the  respondent  was  entitled  to  remain  on  the  register : 
and  he  retained  his  name  accordingly. 

If  the  court  were  of  opinion  that  the  respondent  had  not  a  freehold 
estate  of  the  annual  value  of  40t.  clear  of  all  charges,  his  name  was  to 
be  expunged  from  the  list. 

Corner  for  the  appellant.  This  case  is  virtually  decided  by  the  deci- 
sion of  this  court  in  Copland,  app.,  Bartlett,  resp.,  6  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  18, 
2  Lutw.  Reg.  Gas.  102,  where  it  was  held  that  a  mortgagor  in  possession 
18  not,  under  the  6  ft  7  Yict.  c.  18,  s.  74,  entitled  to  be  registered  as  a 
voter,  unless  his  estate  in  the  land  is  of  the  value  of  40^.  per  annum 
beyond  the  interest  payable  upon  the  mortgage.  Wilde,  C.  J.,  there 
says :  ^^  The  question  is,  whether  the  appellant  is  possessed  of  a  free- 
hold interest  in  land,  to  the  value  of  *40«.  by  the  year  at  least,  r^^^^ 
above  all  charges,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  8  H.  6,  c.  7. 

.  That  statute  has,  upon  various  occasions,  received  the  construction  of  a 
competent  tribunal.  The  word  '  charges'  has,  for  a  very  considerable 
period,  been  understood  to  mean  and  include  interest  payable  in  respect 

.  of  a  mortgage.  If  a  man  receives  409.  with  one  hand,  and  with  the 
other  has  to  pay  80s.  as  a  charge  upon  the  land,  can  he  be  said  to  pos- 
sess an  interest  in  the  land  to  the  value  of  40«.  beyond  all  charges  ? 
The  payment  in  such  case  would  clearly  be  a  charge  upon  his  estate,  in 
the  sense  of  so  diminishing  the  amount  of  his  interest  therein,  as  to 
remove  him  from  the  position  of  one  whom  the  legislature  has  thou^^ht 
fit  to  intrust  with  the  privilege  of  voting'.     The  statute  28  G.  3,  c.  80, 
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did  not  profess  to  vary  the  right  of  voting,  but  only  to  assist  in  carrjring 
out  the  provisions  of  the  8  H.  6,  c.  7,  by  compelling  a  party  who  claimed 
to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  of  the  shire,  to  make  a  declaration 
that  he  had  '  an  estate  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  40«.  over  and  above 
the  mterest  of  any  money  secured  by  mortgage  upon  the  said  estate/ 
&€., — giving  a  more  distinct  definition  of  the  word  *  charges*  in  the 
statute  of  8  H.  6,  c.  7."  The  only  difference  between  that  case  and  the 
present,  is,  that  here  the  mortgage  is  expressed  to  be  made  to  secure  the 
principal  sum  of  lOOZ.  only.  But  the  case  finds  that  "  the  respondent 
had  regularly  paid  interest  on  the  loan,  at  the  rate  of  51.  per  cent,  p^ 
anmiyyij  from  the  date  of  the  mortgage."  The  day  of  payment  was 
passed ;  and  there  was  an  absolute  power  of  sale.  The  100^.  is  clearly 
a  sum  "  secured  by  mortgage,"  within  the  terms  of  the  statute  28  6.  8, 
c.  36.  The  case  shows,  that  the  sum  thus  charged  upon  the  land 
absorbed  its  entire  value.  [V.  Williams,  J.  What  do  you  say  was  the 
^  annual  charge  upon  the  land?]  The  sum  which  the  *revising 
J  barrister  finds  to  have  been  regularly  paid  from  the  date  of  the 
mortgage. 

ByleSy  Serjt.,  for  the  respondent.  The  decision  of  the  revising  bar- 
rister was  perfectly  correct.  The  property  is  not  charged  with  the  pay- 
ment of  interest,  though  it  may  be  that  the  mortgagor  is  personally  liable 
for  interest  on  the  money  borrowed.  [Jervis,  C.  J.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  that.  The  question  is,  what  is  the  value  of  the  party's  estate  after 
payment  of  the  lOOZ.  charged  upon  it.  Maule,  J.  Can  we  infer  neces- 
sarily from  the  facts  found,  that  the  voter  ha^s  an  interest  in  the  land  to 
the  extent  of  40«.  a  year  ?]  Upon  whom  does  the  onus  probandi  lie  ? 
[Jervis,  C.  J.  The  27th  section  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  requires  the 
claimant  to  show  that  he  is  entitled  to  vote.  If  the  burthen  lay  on  the 
respondent,  to  show  that  he  possessed  an  interest  in  land  ^^  to  the  value 
of  40«.  by  the  year  at  the  least,  above  all  charges,"  has  he,  upon  the 
statement  submitted  to  us,  substantiated  his  right  to  be  put  upon  the 
register?]  If  the  burthen  of  proof  lay  upon  the  respondent,  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  the  revising  barrister  has  determined  the  fact  affirmatively ; 
for,  he  finds  that  "  there  was  no  charge  upon  the  land  operating  in  reduc- 
tion of  the  annual  value  to  the  respondent,  so  as  to  affect  his  right  to  be 
registered."  [Maule,  J.  That  is  not  correct.  The  revising  barrister 
holds,  in  effect,  that,  to  whatever  extent  the  land  is  burthened,  unless  it 
be  an  annual  charge,  thpre  is  no  charge  operating  to  reduce  the  value.] 
If  there  be  no  annual  charge,  it  is  no  objection,  though  the  land  be  mort- 
gaged to  an  amount  exceeding  its  value.  [Maulb,  J.  Can  a  man  be 
said  to  have  an  estate  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  40«.,  when  he  has 
mortgaged  it  for  its  value,  or  more  ?]  He  has  here  the  freehold ;  and  it 
is  found  to  be  worth  51,  a  year.  [Maulb,  J.  Having  the  land,  means, 
*O0"|  *liaving  an  interest  in  it,  legal  or  equitable.  To  entitle  him  to  vote, 
the  party  must  have  an  interest  in  land  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of 
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40«.]  The  whole  question  depends  upon  the  8  H.  6,  c.  7,  and  the  28 
G.  3,  c.  86,  8.  6,  which  imposes  the  freeholder's  oath.  The  case  of  Cop- 
land, app.,  Bartlett,  resp.,  proceeded  mainly  upon  the  latter  statute. 
The  respondent  here  has,  within  the  terms  of  that  statute,  "  an  estate  of 
the  clear  yearly  value  of  40«.,  over  and  above  the  interest  of  any  money 
secured  by  mortgage  upon  the  said  estate,  and  also  ovei  and  above  all 
rents  and  out-goings  payable  out  of  or  in  respect  of  the  estate,  other 
than  parliamentary,  public,  or  parochial  taxes.**  Then,  the  74th  section 
of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  enacts  that  no  mortgagee  of  any  lands  or  tene- 
ments, shall  have  any  vote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  or  knights  of  the 
shire,  or  in  the  election  of  a  member  or  members  to  serve  in  any  future 
parliament  for  any  city  or  borough  in  which  freeholders  now  have  a  right 
to  vote,  for  or  by  reason  of  any  mortgage  estate  therein,  unless  he  be  in 
the  actual  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof;  but  that 
the  mortgagor  in  dctual  possesaiony  or  in  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof,  shall  and  may  vote  for  the  same,  notwithstanding  such  mortgage,*' 
&c.  But  it  is  submitted  that  the  anus  of  showing  the  want  of  qualifica- 
tion is  cast  upon  the  appellant.  The  revising  barrister  finds  that  the 
respondent  is  in  possession  of  an  estate  worth  51  a  year.  It  was  for  the 
other  side  to  cut  down  the  value,  by  showing  that  some  annual  payment 
is  charged  upon  it. 

Corner^  in  reply.  The  case  does  not  show  that  there  is  an  interest  to 
the  value  of  40^.  a  year  remaining  in  the  mortgagor:  it  shows  that 
interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent,  has  been  paid,  and  that  that  was  the 
whole  value  of  the  estate.  [Jbrvis,  C.  J.  The  question  reserved  for 
the  court  is  simply  this, — whether  the  *respondent  had  a  freehold  r-^q^m 
estate  of  the  annual  value  of  408,  clear  of  all  charges.  How  can 
we  say  that  ?]  If  the  court  feels  any  difficulty  in  determining  the  value, 
upon  the  facts  stated,  the  case  may  be  sent  back  to  the  revising  bar- 
rister for  amendment.  But  it  is  tolerably  clear,  from  the  whole  context, 
that  he  thought  the  amount  of  the  charge  was  not  to  be  deducted ;  and 
that,  if  it  were,  the  value  of  the  interest  would  be  less  than  408.  a  year. 

Jbrvis,  C.  J.  Upon  consideration,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  send 
this  case  back  to  the  revising  barrister  for  amendment ;  but  I  think,  that, 
upon  the  facts  he  has  submitted  to  us,  his  conclusion  is  an  incorrect  one. 
The  voter  is  the  owner  of  an  estate,  of  the  yearly  value  of  5/.,  which  he 
has  mortgaged  for  lOOZ.,  the  conveyance  being  defeasible  on  payment  of 
the  lOOZ.,  without  interest^  on  a  certain  day,  with  a  power  of  sale  on  de- 
fault. The  day  of  payment  is  past ;  and  the  case  finds  that  intereit  on 
the  100?.,  at  the  rate  of  5L  per  cent,  per  annum^  has  been  regularly  paid 
from  the  date  of  the  mortgage  to  the  present  time.  So  that,  if  the  inte- 
rest be  a  charge  upon  the  land,  the  entire  value  of  it  is  swallowed  up. 
The  question,  then,  is,  whether  these  facts  bring  the  case  within  the  8  H. 
6^  c.  7, — ^whether  the  voter  had  an  interest  in  the  land  "  to  the  value  of 
40«.  by  the  year  at  the  least,  above  all  charges."    The  first  point  to  bo 
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considered  is,  whether  the  interest  which  the  party  is  admitted  to  have 
paid,  be  a  charge  upon  his  estate  within  the  meaning  of  that  statute. 
Now,  it  is  clear  that  the  lOOZ.  is  a  charge  upon  the  estate.  In  one  yiew 
of  the  case,  it  might  be  unimportant  to  consider  whether  the  interest  was 
a  charge  or  not.  The  100?.  beyond  all  doubt  is  a  charge.  But  it  is 
clear,  upon  the  authority  of  Copland,  app.,  Bartlett,  resp.,  that,  if  the 
^.^.^-|   interest  as  well  as  the  *principal  were  secured  by  the  mortgage, 

the  payment  of  interest  would  go  in  reduction  of  the  value  of  the 
estate,  and  the  party  would  not  be  entitled  to  vote.  How,  then,  are  we 
to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  charge  ?  Although,  not  a  charge  by  the 
deed,  wc  arc  justified,  by  what  appears  in  the  case,  in  coming  to  the  con- 
clusion that  there  has  been  some  agreement  between  the  parties,  that,  if 
the  mortgagor  will  pay  interest  on  the  lOOZ.  at  the  rate  of  51.  per  cent 
per  annum,  he  shall  remain  in  undisturbed  possession.  Does  not  that 
satisfy  the  8  II.  6,  c.  7  ?  It  falls  within  the  express  terms  of  the  oath 
prescribed  to  the  voter  by  the  28  G.  8,  c.  86,  viz.  that  ho  has  "  an  estate 
of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  40«.,  over  and  above  the  interest  of  any 
money  secured  by  mortgage  upon  the  said  estate."  What  estate  has  the 
party  here  over  and  above  the  interest  of  the  lOOZ.  secured  by  the  mort- 
gage ?  Tho  land  is  mortgaged  for  1007. ;  the  mortgagor,  by  a  parol 
agreement,  lias  engaged  to  pay  51.  per  cent,  interest  thereon ;  and  51.  per 
annum  is  found  to  be  the  extreme  value  of  the  land.  TEe  real  interest, 
therefore,  which  the  voter  has,  is  nothing.  Consequently,  I  am  of  opi- 
nion that  the  respondent  has  failed  to  show  himself  entitled  to  be  regis- 
tered, and  that  the  decision  must  be  reversed. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  dealing  with  these  cases,  we 
are  not  to  treat  them  with  the  same  strictness  which  we  should  apply  to 
pleadings  coming  before  us  upon  special  demurrer ;  but  must  give  them  a 
fair  and  reasonable  construction.  Applying  that  principle  to  what  is  found 
in  this  case  as  to  the  payment  of  interest,  I  think  we  shall  find  no  difficulty 
in  coming  to  a  right  conclusion.  It  appears  that  the  voter  is  possessed  of 
an  estate  of  the  yearly  value  of  51. ;  and  that  he  borrows  a  sum  of  1007.,  to 
secure  which  he  mortgages  his  estate,  the  mortgage  deed  reciting  that  all 
ji^oQ-i   *intercst  had  been  paid  up  to  the  date  of  the  mortgage.(a)     The 

deed  is  not  made  as  a  security  for  the  future  accruing  interest :  but 
the  case  finds  that  the  mortgagor  has  in  fact  paid  interest  at  57.  per  cent. 
upon  the  sum  borrowed,  down  to  the  present  time;  and  the  day  of  pay- 
ment of  the  principal  sum  is  long  past.  Under  these  circumstances,  I 
think  we  are  justified  in  inferring  that  there  was  a  contract  between  tho 
parties,  though  not  expressed  in  the  mortgage  deed,  for  the  payment 
of  57.  per  cent,  interest.     And  I  think  that  the  interest  so  agreed  to  be 

(a)  Qucere,  whether  ii  is  not  impUed  in  this  recital,  that  interest  at  the  same  rate  as  had  been 
paid  before,  should  continno  to  be  pajablo /rom  the  date  of  the  mortgage.  If  so,  tho  interest  op 
to  September,  184S,  might  be  rccoTcred  in  debt  or  corenant,  and  subsequent  interest  as  damagea 
for  the  detention. 
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paid  is  a  charge  npon  the  land,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutee.  The 
28  G.  8,  c.  36,  may  be  considered  as  a  legislative  expolsition  of  the 
former  statutes  npon  the  subject,  adding  another  condition  to  the  right 
of  voting,  viz.  that  the  voter  vhsll  take  a  certain  oath — ^that  he  has  '^  an 
estate  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  40«.,  over  and  above  the  interest  of 
any  money  secured  by  mortgage  upon  the  said  estate."  The  true  sense 
of  that  oath,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is  this — ^that  the  voter  has  an  interest  in 
the  land  to  the  extent  pf  40s.  a  year,  after  payment  of  all  interest  of  any 
money  secured  by  mortgage  upon  the  estate.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  per- 
fectly deiur.that  tb#  substantive  to  which. the  participle  *' secured*'  refers, 
IB  ^^ money"  and  not  'interest."  That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  literal  con- 
struction of  the  words  used  by  the  legislature*  If  that  literal  construc- 
tion led  to  any  inconvenience  or  inconsistency,  we  should  have  to  seek 
for  some  different  mode  of  reading  the  statute :  but  it  seems  to  me  exactly 
to  coincide  with  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the  legislature.  The  spirit 
of  the  act  is,  that  voters  shall  have  *a  certain  description  of  pro-  r«24 
perty,  and  shall  be  of  a  certain  power  of  expenditure.  If  you  hold 
that  a  man  possessing  property  that  would  entitle  him  to  vote,  may  con- 
tract for  a  loan  of  money,  for  which  he  is  to  pay  interest  to  the  full  value 
of  the  land,  and  still  retain  his  right  to  vote,  because  the  instrument  by 
which  the  money  borrowed  is  secured  makes  the  principal  sum  only  a 
direct  charge  upon  the  land,  you  violate  the  whole  spirit  of  the  legisla- 
tion npon  this  subject.  Here,  tiie  voter  is  dependent  upon  the  will  of 
his  creditor,  who  has  power  to  turn  him  out  of  possession  at  any  moment, 
if  the  interest  is  unpaid.  I  think  diat  both  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of 
the  statutes  show  that  a  person  so  circumstanced  is  not  a  person  who  is 
in  a  situation  to  expend  40».  by  the  year,  out  of  ^^  free  land  or  tenement," 
and  therefore  not  entitled  to  vote. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  do  not  regret  that  this  ingenious  scheme  invented 
for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  statutes,  should  fail.  The  different  statutes 
that  have  since  passed  upon  the  subject,  preclude  us  from  taking  the 
strict  lawyer-like  view  of  the  word  '^  charge"  in  the  8  H.  6,  c.  7,  and 
compel  us  to  adopt  the  popular  meaning.  The  interest  of  a  mortgage 
debt  being  in  this  sense  a  charge  upon  the  estate,  I  think  it  is  not  the 
less  a  charge  because  not  in  terms  charged  upon  tibe  land  by  the  mort- 
gage deed.  In  each  case  the  value  of  the  land  to  the  party  is  reduced 
by  the  payment  of  interest  upon  the  mortgage  debt.  The  decision  of  the 
barrister  is  clearly  wrong. 

Talfoubd,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  clear  that  this  per- 
son retains  possession  of  the  land  only  so  long  as  he  pays  the  full  value 
of  the  estate  in  the  shape  of  interest.  Decicdon  reversed. 


END  OF  THE  REGISTRATION  CASES. 
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COURT    OF    COMMON    PLEAS. 


AKD  VrOM 


WRITS    OF   ERROR. 


<fnmtq   Sacotion, 

nr  TBI 
TWELFTH  TEAB  OF  THE  EBIGN  OF  VIOTOBIA. 


The  judges  who  usually  sat  in  banco  during  these  sittings 

COLTMAN,  J.  CrESSWBLL,  J. 

Mauls,  J.  Y.  Williams,  J. 


MARIA  PILGRIM,  CHARLES  HENRY  PILORIM,  JOHN  BUNOE 
PILGRIM,  CHARLES  PILGRIM,  and  THOMAS  PENROSE, 
Clerk,  V.  THE  SOUTHAMPTON  and  DORCHESTER  RAILWAY 

COMPANY.(a)    June  12. 

A  cause  hATing  been  made  a  remanety  a  ooireipondenoe  took  place  between  the  respectire  attor- 
neji  with  a  yiew  to  a  refei^nee,  wbieh  fkiled: — ^Held,  that  the  magter  exenieed  a  proper  die- 
eretion  in  diiallowing  copiee  of  thii  oorreipondenoey  ag  part  of  the  bfieft,  in  taxing  the  eoete 
of  the  oanse. 

Ooete  of  preparing  plans,  for  the  better  elnoldating  of  the  ease  before  the  ooort  and  jury,  may  be 
allowed,  at  the  discretion  of  the  master. 

The  master  is  the  sole  judge  of  the  proper  number  of  witnesses  to  be  allowed  ia  npfort  of  tha 
same  matters. 

Vpon  the  taxation  of  the  defendant's  eosts  of  issues  upon  which  he  has  suoceeded,  an  afidaTit 
that  the  witnesses  whose  expenses  he  claims  were  called  exclwiwly  to  support  those  issuee^  is 
not  indispensable,  provided  the  master  is  satisfied  of  the  flMt  bj  otiier  means. 


la)  This  and  the  ibnr  following  oases  were  disposed  of  during  the  tens. 
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GovBNAKT.     The  declaration  stated,  that,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the 
27th  of  June,  1846,  by  an  indenture  made  between  the  defendants  of 
the  one  *part,  and  the  plaintiffs,  therein  described  as  trustees  and  ^^oa 
ezeoutors  appointed  by  the  ^t  will  and  testament  of  Charles  Pil-  ^ 
grim,  deceased,  of  the  other  part, — ^profert, — after  reciting,  amongst 
other  things,  that,  by  deed-poll  in  writing  under  the  hands  and  seals  of 
the  said  parties  to  the  said  indenture  of  the  second  part,  bearing  even 
date  with  the  said  indenture,  the  said  parties  to  the  said  indenture  of 
the  second  part,  as  such  executors  as  aforesaid,  did  assign  unto  the  said 
company,  their  successors  and  assigns,  certain  parcels  of  land  situate  in 
the  parish  of  All  Souls,  in  the  town  of  Southampton,  to  hold  to  the  said 
company,  their  successors  and  assigns,  for  all  the  residue  then  unexpired 
of  the  term  of  50  years  granted  therein  by  indenture  bearing  date  the 
29th  of  September,  1807,  and  made  between  W.  Fitzhugh  of  the  one 
part,  and  Maria  D.  GrosTcnor  of  the  other  part, — ^the  defendants,  for 
themselves,  their  successors  and  assigns,  did  covenant,  promise,  and 
agree,  with  and  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  with  each  and  every  of  them,  and 
their  respective  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  they  the  said 
company,  their  successors  and  assigns,  should  and  would,  at  their  own 
expense,  make  and  construct  a  tunnel,  for  the  purpose  of  the  said 
railway,  through  or  under  such  part  of  the  said  lands  as  lay  east- 
ward of  the  point  marked  A  A  on  the  plan  endorsed  on  the  said 
indenture;    and   also    that    the    said   tunnel,   or   such  part  thereof 
as  should  pass  or  be  made  under  such  part  of  the  said  *lands  p^^. 
as  should  be  used  as  a  lawn  or  shrubbery,  should  be  made  in  such  '- 
manner  as  to  occasion  as  little  disturbances  of  the  trees  or  shrubs 
planted  or  growing  thereon  as  practicable,  and  in  case  any  damage 
should  happen  to  the  said  trees  or  shrubs,  or  the  said  lawn,  through  the 
making  or  constructing  of  the  said  tunnel,  the  same  should  be  made  good 
and  repaired  by  the  said  company,  and  be  placed  in  all  respects  in  the 
isame  state  and  condition  as  the  same  were  previously  to  such  damage 
having  taken  place ;  and  also  that  they,  the  said  company,  their  succes- 
sors or  assigns,  should  and  would,  as  soon  as  practicable  after  the  forma- 
tion of  the  said  tunnel,  cover  in  the  same  with  good  earth  mould,  to  the 
then  present  level  of  the  said  land,  and  so  as  to  make  the  same  even  with 
the  surface  of  the  adjoining  land,  except  in  such  places  where  the  upper 
part  of  the  said  tunnel  should  be  above  the  then  present  level  of  the  said 
land,  in  which  places  the  same  should  be  iij  like  manner  covered  to  the 
depth  of  at  least  two  feet,  and  should  in  all  respects  be  sloped  or  formed 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  second  part,  their 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  or  of  their  surveyor ;  and  also  that 
they,  the  said  company,  their  successors  or  assigns,  would,  upon  the 
request  of  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  second  part,  their  executors  or 
administrators,  but  at  the  expense  in  all  things  of  the  said  company,  their 
successors  or  assigns,  make,  execute,  and  deliver  unto  the  said  parties 
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thereto  of  the  second  part,  their  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  a 
good,  valid,  and  eSectnal  lease  in  the  law  of  such  part  of  the  said  piece 
of  land  through  or  under  which  the  said  tunnel  should  be  so  made, 
including  all  the  land  conyeyed  by  the  said  deed-poll  eastward  of  and 
from  the  point  marked  A  A  in  the  said  plan,  for  all  the  residue  which 
^^^.  should  be  then  unexpired  of  the  '''said  term  of  fifty  years  (except 

-I  the  last  day  thereof),  at  and  under  the  yearly  rent'  of  6{2.,  which 
said  lease  dhould  contain  all  usual  or  necessary  covenants,  clauses,  and 
stipulations, — as  by  the  said  indenture,  &c. :  That  they,  the  plaintiffif, 
had  performed  and  observed  all  things  in  the  said  indenture  contained  on 
their  part  to  be  observed  and  performed :  Yet  that  the  defendants  broke 
their  said  covenant,  in  this,  to  wit,  that,  although  a  reasonable  time  for 
the  making  and  constructing  of  the  said  tunnel  had  elapsed  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  yet  the  defendants  did  not  nor  would  make 
or  construct  a  tunnel  for  the  purpose  of  the  said  railway  through  or  under 
such  part  of  the  said  lands  as  lay  eastward  of  the  point  marked  A  A 
on  the  said  plan,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  after  the  making  of  the 
said  indenture,  to  wit,  on  the  80th  of  June,  1846,  and  on  divers  days 
betweeii  that  day  and  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  made  and  con- 
structed, instead  of  such  tunnel  as  aforesaid,  a  cutting  of  great  length, 
tiepth,  and  width,  to  wit,  of  the  length  of  1000  feet,  of  tiie  depth  of 
thirty  feet,  and  of  the  width  of  forty  feet,  through  a  large  part  of  the 
said  portion  of  land  lying  eastward  of  the  said  point,  for  the  purpose  of 
the  said  railway ;  and  that,  by  reason  and  in  consequence  thereof,  a  great 
quantity  of  the  earth  and  soil  of  certain  closes  of  the  plaintiffs,  lying  and 
being  respectively  on  each  side  of  the  said  land,  was  cut  and  dug  and 
carried  away,  a  great  quantity  of  the  surface  of  the  said  closes  respect- 
ively was  removed  and  destroyed,  and  divers  trees,  shrubs,  and  underwood 
of  the  plaintiffs  then  growing  and  being  upon  the  said  surface  so  removed 
and  destroyed,  to  wit,  one  hundred  trees,  three  thousand  shrubs,  one  rood 
of  underwood,  and  ten  roods  of  turf,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value 
ot*200l.,  were  out  down,  prostrated,  felled,  rooted  up,  destroyed,  and 
^^Q.  ^carried  away :  That  the  defendants  Airther  broke  their  covenant, 

•'  in  this,  to  wit,  that,  although  the  said  company  did,  after  the 
making  of  the  said  indenture,  in  part  performance  of  their  said  covenant 
in  that  behalf,  make  and  construct  a  tunnel,  to  wit,  of  the  length  of  one 
hundred  feet  and  of  the  breadth  of  fifty  feet,  under  a  certam  portion  of 
that  part  of  the  said  lands  so  as  aforesaid  assigned  and  conveyed  to  the 
said  company,  which  lay  eastward  of  the  said  point  marked  A  A ;  and, 
although  the  said  last-mentioned  portion  of  the  said  lands,  before  and  at 
the  time  of  making  the  said  indenture,  and  from  thence  continually  to 
and  at  the  time  of  the  commencing  of  the  making  of  the  said  tunnel,  was 
used  as  a  lawn  or  shrubbery,  and  there  were  then  planted  and  growing 
thereon  divers  trees  and  shrubs,  to  wit,  two  hundred  trees  and  five  hun- 
dred shrubs,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  6002.,  yet  that  the 
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said  tunnel  so  made  as  aforesaid,  was  not,  nor  was  any  part  thereof,  made 
in  such  manner  as  to  occasion  as  little  disturbance  of  the  said  trees  and 
shrubs  as  practicable,  but  that,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  said  company, 
after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  to  wit,  on  the  80th  of  June,  1846, 
and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  made  and  constructed  the  said  tunnel  in  so  careless, 
unskilful,  and  improper  a  manner,  and  conducted  themselves  so  improperly 
in  that  behalf,  liiat,  by  and  through  the  mere  negligence  and  improper 
behaviour  of  the  defendants  in  that  behalf,  divers,  to  wit,  one  hundred 
trees  and  one  thousand  shrubs  of  the  plaintiffs,  then  growing  and  being 
on  the  said  portion  of  land  through  and  under  which  the  said  tunnel  so 
passed  as  aforesaid,  and  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  1001.,  were 
wholly  destroyed,  and  divers,  to  wit,  one  hundred  other  trees  and  one 
thousand  other  shrubs  of  the  plaintifls  *then  gro?ring  and  being  in  .^^^ 
and  upon  the  said  portion  of  the  said  lands,  and  of  great  value,  to  ■- 
wit,  of  the  value  of  100?.,  were  greatly  injured  and  damaged :  That  the 
defendants  further  broke  their  covenant,  in  this,  to  wit,  that,  although', 
after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid,  great  damage,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  2001.,  happened  and 
was  done  to  the  said  last-mentioned  trees  and  shrubs  and  lawn,  in  and 
through  the  making  and  constructing  of  the  said  tunnel,  yet  that  the 
same  was  not,  nor  was  any  part  thereof,  made  good  or  repaired  by  the 
defendants,  nor  were  the  said  trees,  shrubs,  and  lawn  placed  in  all 
respects,  or  in  any  respect,  in  the  same  state  or  condition  as  the  same  were 
in  previously  to  such  damage  having  taken  place,  although  a  reasonable  time 
for  making  good  and  repairing  the  said  damage,  and  reinstating  the  said 
trees,  shrubs,  and  lawn,  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid :  That  the  defendants  further 
broke  their  covenant,  in  this,  to  wit,  that,  although  the  upper  part  of 
the  said  tunnel  so  made  and  constructed  by  the  said  company  as  last  afore- 
said in  and  under  the  portion  of  the  said  lands  in  divers  parts  of  the  said 
tunnel,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  indenture,  and  of  commencing  the 
said  tunnel,  was  not  above  the  level  of  the  said  lands,  and  was  below  the 
surface  of  the  adjoining  lands,  and  although  a  reasonable  time  for  covering 
in  the  said  tunnel  had  elapsed,  and  it  was  practicable  for  the  said  company 
to  have  covered  in  the  same  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  yet  that  the  defendants  did  not  nor  would, 
at  any  time  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  cover  in  the  said  tunnel 
with  good  earth  mould,  to  the  level  of  the  said  land  at  the  time  of  making 
the  said  indenture,  and  so  as  to  make  the  same  even  with  the  surface 
*of  the  adjoining  land  in  the  said  parts  aforesaid,  but  wholly  ne-  f-^cgj^ 
glected  and  refused  so  to  do ;  and  although  the  upper  part  of  the 
said  tunnel,  in  other  parts  thereof,  at  the  several  times  last  aforesaid, 
was  above  the  level  of  the  said  land,  and  although  such  reasonable  time 
as  aforesaid  had  elapsed,  and  it  was  practicable  to  cover  in  the  said  last- 
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mentioned  parts  before  the  commencement  of  the  soity  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  yet  the  defendants  did  not  nor  would  then,  or  at 
any  other  time,  cover  in  the  said  tunnel,  at  the  said  last-mentioned  parts, 
or  any  of  them,  with  good  earth  mould,  to  the  depth  of  at  least  two  feet, 
and  did  not  nor  would  slope  or  form  the  same  to  the  reasonable  satisfac* 
tion  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  of  their  surveyor,  but  then  wholly  neglected  and 
refused  so  to  do :  And  that  the  defendants  further  broke  their  covenant, 
in  this,  to  wit,  that,  although  the  defendants,  after  the  making  of  the 
said  indenture,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  made  and  coa* 
structed  such  tunnel  as  aforesaid,  in,  through,  and  under  part  of  the  said 
lands  lying  eastward  of  the  said  point  marked  A  A ;  and  although  the 
plaintiffis  were,  at  all  times  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  ready 
and  willing  to  accept  from  the  defendants  a  good,  valid,  and  effectod. 
lease  of  such  part  of  the  said  piece  of  land  through  or  under  which  the 
said  tunnel  was  so  made  as  aforesaid,  including  all  the  land  conveyed  by 
the  said  before-recited  deed-poll,  eastward  of  and  from  the  said  point 
marked  A  A,  for  the  said  residue  of  the  said  term,  except  the  last  day 
thereof^  in  the  terms  so  as  aforesaid  covenanted  and  agreed, — whereof 
the  defendants  th^  and  always  had  notice ;  and  although  a  reasonable 
time  after  the  making  of  the  said  tunnel  had  elapsed  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid ;  and 
although  more  than  the  last  day  of  the  said  term  was  still  unexpired ; 
*32l  y«t  the  defendants  did  not  nor  would  make,  execute,  *or  deUver 
-^  unto  the  plaintiffs  such  good,  valid,  and  effectual  lease  in  the  law, 
of  such  part  of  the  said  piece  of  land  through  or  under  which  the  said 
tunnel  had  been  made,  including  all  the  land  conveyed  by  the  said  deed" 
poll,  eastward  of  and  from  the  point  marked  A  A  in  the  said  plan,  for 
all  the  residue  then  unexpired  of  the  said  term  of  fifty  years,  except  the 
last  day  thereof,  on  the  terms  aforesaid,  but  then  wholly  neglected  and 
refused,  and  still  did  wholly  neglect  and  refuse  so  to  do :  to  the  damage 
of  the  plaintiffs  of  1000/.,  &c. 

The  defendants  pleaded, — ^first,  to  the  whole  declaration,  non  est  factum. 

Secondly, — to  the  first  breach, — that  the  defendants,  after  the  making 
of  the  said  indenture  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  within  a  reason* 
able  time  in  that  behalf,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to 
wit,  on  the  30th  of  June,  1846,  did,  at  their  own  expense,  make  and 
construct  a  tunnel,  for  the  purpose  of  the  said  railway,  through  and  under 
such  part  of  the  said  lands  as  lay  eastward  of  the  point  marked  A  A  on 
the  said  plan  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned,  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  said  indenture  and  the  said  covenant  of  the  defendants  in  that  behalf; 
concluding  to  the  country. 

Thirdly, — to  the  same  breach, — that  they  the  defendants  did  not 
make  or  construct,  instead  of  such  tunnel  as  aforesaid,  a  cutting  of  great 
length  and  width,  as  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  through 
a  part  of  the  said  portion  of  land  lying  eastward  of  the  sud  point,  for 
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the  purpose  of  the  said  railway,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintifis  had 
in  their  said  declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged ;  concluding  to  the  country. 

Fourthly, — to  the  second  breach,-^that  the  said  tunnel  in  the  declara^ 
tion  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  was  made  in  such  manner  as  to  occasion 
as  little  disturbance  of  the  said  trees  and  shrubs  there  planted  and  grow- 
ing, *a8  practicable,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  indenture  p^oo 
and  the  said  coTenant  of  the  defendants  in  that  behalf;  and  that  ^ 
tiie  defendants  made  and  constructed  the  said  tunnel  in  a  careful,  skilful, 
and  proper  manner,  and  without  any  negligence  or  improper  behaviour 
in  that  behalf;  concluding  to  the  country. 

Fifthly, — to  the  third  breach, — ^that  the  said  trees  and  shrubs  and 
lawn  therein  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  were  not,  nor  were  any  of  them, 
damaged  or  injured  in  and  through  the  making  and  constructing  of  the 
Bud  tunnel,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. ;  concluding  to  the  country. 

Sixthly, — to  the  same  breach, — that  the  damage  so  done  to  the  sud 
trees,  shrubs,  and  lawn,  in  and  through  the  making  and  constructing  of 
the  said  tunnel,  as  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  was,  after 
the  making  and  constructing  of  the  said  tunnel,  and  within  a  reasonable 
time  in  that  behalf,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  made  good  and  repaired  by  the  defend- 
ants, and  the  said  tre^  and  shrubs  and  lawn  were  placed  in  all  respects 
in  the  same  state  and  condition  as  the  same  were  previously  to  such 
damage  having  taken  place ;  concluding  to  the  country. 

Seventhly, — ^to  the  fourth  breach, — that,  after  the  making  of  the  said 
indenture,  and  within  a  reasonable  time  in  that  behalf,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  de- 
fendants did  cover  in  the  said  tunnel  where  the  same  was  not  above  the 
level  of  the  said  lands,  and  was  below  the  level  of  the  adjoining  lands,  with 
good  earth  mould,  to  the  level  of  the  said  land  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  said  indenture,  and  so  as  to  make  the  same  even  with  the  surface 
of  the  adjoining  land,  in  the  parts  in  that  behalf  aforesaid ;  and,  where  the 
said  tunnel  was  above  the  level  of  the  said  land,  they  the  defendants  did 
^also  then  cover  in  the  said  tunnel  at  the  said  last-mentioned  parts  r-n-n^ 
with  good  earth  mould,  to  the  depth  of  at  least  two  feet,  and  did 
then  slope  and  form  the  same  to  the  reasonable  satisfaction  of  the  plain- 
tiffs and  their  surveyor,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  indenture,  and 
the  said  covenant  of  the  defendants  in  that  behalf;  concluding  to  the 
country. 

Eighthly, — to  the  fifth  breach, — that,  although  the  defendants  were 
always  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  ready  and  willing  to  make 
and  execute  and  deliver  to  the  plaintiffs  a  good,  valid,  and  effectual  lease 
in  the  law  of  such  part  of  the  said  piece  of  land  through  or  under  which 
the  said  tunnel  was  so  made  as  aforesaid,  including  all  the  land  conveyed 
by  the  said  deed-poll,  eastward  of  and  from  the  said  point  marked  A  A, 
for  the  residue  of  the  said  term,  except  the  last  day  thereof,  according 
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to  the  terms  of  the  said  indenture  and  the  said  covenant  of  the  defend* 
ants  in  that  behalf^  whereof  the  plaintiffs  continnallj  had  notice,  yet  that 
the  defendants  were  not,  at  any  time  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  requested  by  the  plaintifls,  or  any  of  them,  to  make,  execute,  or 
deliver  to  the  plaintiffs  such  good,  valid,  and  effectual  lease  as  aforesaid^ 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  indenture ;  verification. 

Ninthly, — to  the  same  breach, — that,  although  the  defendants  were 
always,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  ready  and  willii^  to 
make  and  execute  and  deliver  to  the  plaintiffs,  a  good,  valid,  and  effec- 
tual lease  in  the  law,  of  such  part  of  the  said  piece  of  land  through  or 
under  which  the  said  tunnel  had  been  made,  including  all  the  land  con- 
veyed by  the  said  deed-poll,  eastward  of  and  from  the  said  point  marked 
A  A,  for  the  said  residue  of  the  said  term,  except  the  last  day  thereof, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  indenture  and  the  said  covenant  of 
the  defendants  in  that  behalf,  whereof  the  plaintifi  continually  had 
*361  ^^^^^^9  J^^  ^^^  ^^^  *plaintiffs  were  not  at  any  time  ready  and 
willing  to  accept  the  same,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plidntiffs 
had  in  that  behalf  alleged,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  plaintiffs 
refused  continually  to  accept  the  same,  and  hindered  and  prevented  the 
defendants  from  making  and  executing  and  delivering  the  said  lease ; 
concluding  to  the  country. 

Tenthly, — to  the  first  four  breaches, — that,  after  the  making  of  the 
said  indenture,  and  after  the  committing  of  the  said  several  alleged 
breaches  of  covenant,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit, 
on  the  1st  of  July,  1846,  they  the  defendants  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
the  plaintiffs  then  accepted  and  received  of  and  from  the  defendants,  a 
l^ge  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  500Z.,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of 
the  same  alleged  breaches  of  covenant,  and  of  all  damages  in  respect 
thereof;  verification. 

The  plaintiffs  joined  issue  on  the  first,  second,  third,  fourth,  fifth,  sixth, 
and  seventh  pleas,  and  traversed  the  tenth  plea,  and  entered  a  noUe  pr<h 
sequi  as  to  the  fifth  breach.  The  defendants  joined  issue  upon  the  tra- 
verse to  the  tenth  plea. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  Winchester  summer 
assises,  1848,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  one  far- 
thing damages,  on  the  first,  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  and  tenth  issues,  and 
for  the  defendants,  on  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  issues. 

Upon  taxing  the  costs  of  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  issues  found  for  them, 
the  master  disallowed  the  following  items : — 

The  cause  had  been  taken  down  for  trial  at  'the  spring  assizes,  1848, 
and  was  made  a  remanet.  In  the  interim,  considerable  correspondence 
took  place  between  the  attorneys  for  the  parties  respecting  this  and  anor 
^^1  ^^^^  ^tion  then  pending  between  the  company  and  one  of  *the 
-I  present  plaintiffs,  with  a  view  to  a  settlement  of  all  the  matters  in 
difference,  by  reference  or  otherwise.  An  order  to  admit  these  letters 
was  obtained  by  the  plaintiffs ;  and  an  order  was  likewise  obtained  by  the 
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defendants  to  admit  the  correspondence,  and  also  a  long  affidavit  made 
by  one  of  the  plaintifls  upon  an  application  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  company  from  building  a  station  on  part  of  the  land  in  question* 
The  plaintiffs'  attorneys  caused  copies  of  these  several  documents  to  be 
made  for  counsel,  amounting  together  to  thirty-four  brief  sheets, — irhich, 
-with  the  additional  fee  thereo'h,  the  master  declined  to  allow. 

At  the  trial,  three  plans  were  produced  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  used  by 
the  court  and  jury,-^one  showing  the  state  of  the  premises  in  question 
before  the  i^orks  were  commenced  by  the  company, — the  second,  their 
state  during  the  progress  of  the  works, — and  the  third,  their  condition 
when  the  works  were  completed.  The  eosts  of  these  plans,  as  well  as 
those  of  the  attendance  (to  prove  their  accuracy)  of  the  surveyor  who 
had  prepared  them, — about  twenty  guinieas  in  the  whole, — the  master 
disallowed. 

The  master  also  allowed  the  expenses  of  one  only  of  two  witnesses 
named  Stannard  and  Burt,  both  in  the  employ  of  the  company,  who  were 
both  called  to  prove  the  same  facts  in  suppibrt  of  the  seventh  issue. 

Upon  the  taxation  of  the  defendants'  costs  of  the  issues  found  for  them, 
they  claimed  a  sum  of  1007.  9^.  3(2.,  for  payments  to  seven  witnesses, 
yiz.  Moorsom,  Glegg,  Beatty,  and  Curtis,  civil  engineers,  Connor  and 
Steinhausier,  surveyors,  and  Walton,  surveyor  of  railway-works.  With 
regard  to  these  witnesses,  the  affidavit  of  increase  stated  that  ^^  all  the 
said  witnesses  were,  in  the  judgment  and  belief  of  the  deponent,  material 
and  necessary  for  the  defendants."  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  it  was 
objected  that  this  was  insufficient,  and  '''that  the  affidavit  ought  to  ^^^^ 
have  alleged  expressly  that  the  witnesses  were  material  and  neces-  I- 
sary  exclunvely  in  respect  of  the  issues  found  for  the  defendants,  and 
that  they  did  not  attend  to  give  evidence,  nor  did  they  give  any  evidence, 
in  respect  of  the  issues  found  for  the  plaintiffs.  Two  of  these,  viz.  Curtis 
and  Steinhausier,  were  not  called.(a)  The  master,  having  looked  at  the 
pleadings,  and  at  the  evidence  that  was  given  by  such  of  these  witnesses 
as  were  called,  allowed  the  whole ;  observing  that  the  issues  on  which 
the  plaintiffs  had  succeeded,  were  immaterial  issues,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants had  substantially  succeeded  in  the  cause, — the  plaintiflfe  having 
obtained  a  verdict  for  a  farthing  merely  upon  a  point  of  law. 

Oreentooodj  in  Trinity  term  last,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  moved 
that  the  master  might  be  directed  to  review  his  taxation.  The  affidavit 
upon  which  he  moved,  in  addition  to  the  facts  above  set  forth,  stated  that 
four  of  the  witnesses  allowed  in  the  defendants'  costs,  gave  material  evi- 
dence for  the  defendants  at  the  trial  on  some  of  the  issues  that  were  found 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and  particularly  on  the  seventh.  1.  He  submitted,  that, 
under  the  circumstances,  it  was  essential  that  the  plaintiffs*  counsel  should 

(a)  Vide  BagnaU  ©.  Underwood,  11  Price,  510;  Hanhom  v.  Thomas,  3  J.  P.  BmiUi,  861; 
Adamson  v,  Noel,  2  Chitt  Rep.  200;  Benson  v.  Schneider,  7  Taont.  ZZt,  IJ.  B.  Moore,  76  (8, 
C,  n<A  &  P.,  7  Taunt  272),  Holt»  K.  P.  C.  410 ;  Moriwm  v.  Harmer,  6  Seott,  410. 

VOL.  vni.- 
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have  copies  of  the  correspondence  and  affidavit,  and  therefore  that  they 
ought  to  have  been  allowed  as  part  of  the  briefs, — especially  as  the 
defendants'  attorneys  had  made  them,  and  particularly  the  affidavit,  mate- 
rial, by  getting  an  order  to  admit.  The  plaintiffs'  attorneys  would  hardly 
*381  ^^^®  exercised  a  sound  discretion  if  they  had  omitted  to  *fiimi8h 
^  them.  [Maulb,  J.  The  correspondence  and  affidavit  may  have 
been  very  proper  to  submit  to  counsel,  though  not  material  to  the  cause. 
Whether  or  not  it  was  proper  to  allow  the  expense  of  these  copies,  was 
purely  a  question  for  the  discretion  of  the  master.  Suppose  the  plain- 
tiffs had  been  called  on  to  admit  the  company's  deed,  would  it  have  been 
requisite  to  brief  it  at  all  ?]    That  clearly  would  be  a  case  of  excess. 

2.  The  plans  clearly  ought  to  have  been  allowed.  They  were  most 
material,  and  almost  indispensable  to  enable  the  court  and  jury  to  under- 
stand the  merits  of  the  case.  Generally  speaking,  no  doubt,  surveys 
and  experiments  that  are  preparatory  to  the  action,  or  made  with  a  view 
to  qualify  the  witnesses  to  give  their  evidence  at  the  trial,  are  not  allowed : 
but  it  is  otherwise  with  respect  to  plans,  which,  in  many  cases,  most 
materially  assist  the  court,  and  save  the  expense  of  numerous  witnesses. 
[Mauls,  J.  I  own  I  think  the  master  may  have  been  somewhat  over 
strict  in  disallowing  for  the  plans,  which  one  naturally  looks  for  in  many 
cases.] 

3^  The  expenses  of  several  of  the  plaintiffs'  witnesses,  who  were  called 
to  prove  the  issues  on  which  the  plaintiffs  succeeded,  were  disallowed, 
because  the  master  thought  they  were  called  only  to  prove  damage,  and 
the  plaintiffs  recovered  nominal  damages  only.  That  clearly  was  no 
ground  for  their  disallowance. 

4.  As  to  the  evidence  of  Stannard  and  Bart,  seeing  that  they  were 
servants  of  the  company,  it  certainly  was  not  unreasonable  to  call  both 
of  them,  though  they  proved  the  same  facts.  The  plaintiffs'  attorneys 
would  hardly  have  been  justified  in  relying  upon  one  of  them  only. 

5.  With  respect  to  the  defendants'  costs,  the  affidavit  of  increase  was 
insufficient ;  it  should  have  alleged  positively  that  the  witnesses  whose 
iiOQ-]  expenses  were  ^claimed,  were  called  exclusively  to  support  the  issues 

on  which  the  defendants  succeeded  at  the  trial:  Growther  v.  Elwell, 
4  M.  &  W.  71.  A  reference  to  the  notes  will  show  that  their  evidence 
was  not  so  limited. 

WiLPB,  C.  J.  The  correspondence  as  to  the  proposed  reference,  and 
the  affidavit  in  Chancery,  clearly  were  not  material  to  the  merits  of  the 
^sause,  though  it  may  have  been  prudent  to  put  counsel  in  possession  of 
them.  It  is  exceedingly  difficult  to  draw  the  line  in  such  cases ;  and,  if 
the  master  had  aUowed  that  part  of  the  briefs,  I  should  not  have  felt  dis- 
posed to  quarrel  with  his  determination.  The  result  of  the  complaint  in 
this  respect,  is,  that  the  master  has  not  allowed  a  sufficient  length  of 
brief.  That  is  a  matter  which  is  so  exclusively  within  the  discretion  of 
the  master,  that  the  court  will  not  interfere  without  some  very  special 
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r6a8on8.(a)  And  we  are  of  opinion  that  none  hare  been  shown,  to  take 
this  case  out  of  the  ordinary  rule.  The  rule  ought  not,  I  think,  to  be 
granted  as  to  that :  but,  upon  the  other  points,  it  may  go. 

Barstow  now  showed  eause.  It  was  for  the  master  to  determine  whe- 
ther or  not  the  plans  ought  to  be  allowed.  The  Courts  have  equally 
declined  to  interfere,  where  he  has  allowed  and  where  he  has  disallowed 
expenses  falling  within  that  class :  May  v.  Selby,  4  M.  &  6. 142,  4  Scott, 
N.  B.  727 ;  Ormerod  v.  Thompson,  16  M.  &  W.  860.  A  plaintiff  must 
not  cast  upon  his  opponent  the  expense  of  putting  a  man  in  the  situation 
of  acquiring  knowledge  to  make  him  a  witness  in  the  cause.  Besides,  the 
master  was  of  opinion  that  the  plans  were  as  useful  in  support  of  the  issues 
^on  which  the  plaintiffs  failed,  as  in  support  of  those  upon  which  p^  ^^ 
they  succeeded :  they  therefore  fell  within  the  ordinary  rule.  [The 
master  (Mr.  Ray)  intimated  thft  that  was  in  fact  the  ground  upon  which 
he  had  proceeded :  and  he  stated,  that,  in  another  case,  between  the 
same  parties,  arising  out  of  the  same  matter,  he  had  allowed  the  expense 
of  plans.] 

No  precise  form  of  affidayit  is  requisite  before  the  master.  He  gene- 
rally looks  at  the  briefs,  to  see  what  were  the  issues,  and  what  the  evi- 
dence applicable  to  each,  and  regulates  his  discretion  accordingly. 

The  rule  as  to  the  disallowance  of  witnesses  whose  evidence  is  appli- 
cable as  well  to  issues  upon  which  the  party  fails  as  upon  those  on  which 
he  succeeds,  is  not  disputed.  The  master,  in  taxing  the  defendants'  costs, 
wag  satisfied  that  all  the  witnesses  whom  he  allowed  were  substantially 
called  only  in  support  of  the  issues  upon  which  the  defendants  succeeded. 
There  is  no  ground  to  find  fault  with  the  manner  in  which  he  has  applied 
the  principle. 

Greenwood,  in  support  of  his  rule.  In  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  2  Bingh. 
75,  9  J.  B.  Moore,  158,  it  was  distinctly  held  that  the  allowance  of  pre- 
paring plans,  even  where  the  cause  does  not  proceed  to  trial,  is  for  the 
discretion  of  the  master.  The  cases  of  preliminary  experiments  stand 
altogether  upon  a  different  footing.(i)  It  would  have  been  impossible  to 
try  a  cause  of  this  description  in  a  satisfactory  manner  without  the  aid 
of  plans. 

2.  The  master  disallowed  the  costs  of  several  witnesses  who  were  called 
in  support  of  issues  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  succeeded, — on  the  ground 
that  they  *were  called  merely  to  speak  to  damage.     That  clearly  r:,^^^ 
was  not  a  ground  upon  which  the  master  could  legitimately  pro- 
ceed. 

3.  The  liiaster  has  not  exercised  a  sound  discretion  in  refusing  to  allow 
the  costs  of  both  the  witnesses  Stannard  and  Burt, — ^for  the  reasons 
already  urged. 

(a)  Vide  Sharp  v.  Asbby,  12  H.  A  W.  732. 

(6)  Vide  Severn  v.  Olive,  3  B.  A  B.  72,  6  J.  B.  Moore,  235;  Bayloj  t».  Beaamont,  11  J.  B. 
Hoore,  497. 
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4.  The  affidavit  of  increaee  ought  distinctly  to  show  that  the  witnesaei 
whose  expenses  are  claimed^  were  called  exclunvdy  in  support  of  issues 
upon  which  the  party  calling  them  has  been  successful,(a)  so  as  to  bring 
them  within  the  rule  in  Lardner  t^.  Dick,  2  C.  &  M.  889,  2  Dowl.  P.  C. 
883  (per  nom.  Lamder  v.  Dick),  Crowther  t;.  Elwell,  4  M.  &  W.  71,  and 
Freeman  t^.  Bosher,  18  Law  Joum.  Q.  B.,  N.  S.  105. 

WiLBB,  C.  J.  This  rule  was  obtained  on  four  several  grounds, — ^first, 
that,  in  taxing  the  plaintiffs'  costs,  the  master  improperly  disallowed  the 
expense  of  plans, — secondly,  that  several  witnesses  called  for  the  plain- 
tiffs were  disallowed,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  called  to  prove  damage, 
whereas  the  damages  were  assessed  at  a  farthing  only, — ^thirdly,  that  the 
master  allowed  only  one  of  two  witnesses  (both  being  servants  of  the 
company)  who  were  called  to  speak  to  the  same  facts, — fourthly,  that,  in 
taxing  the  defendants'  costs  of  the  issues  found  for  them,  the  master 
*42']  ^^^^^^  several  *witneBses  whose  evidence  it  is  suggested  was 
•^  equally  applicable  to  issues  found  for  the  plaintiffs  as  to  issues 
found  for  the  defendants,  and  that  the  usual  affidavit,  that  the  witnesses 
were  called  exclusively  to  support  the  issues  upon  which  the  defendants 
succeeded,  was  not  produced. 

1.  It  was  contended  that  plans  are  generally  useful  to  aid  the  jury  in 
coming  to  a  right  conclusion,  and  are  not  to  be  looked  upon  in  the  same 
light  as  surveys  or  experiments  made  by  scientific  persons  in  order  to 
qualify  themselves  to  give  evidence.  And  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
argument  correct.  But,  at  the  same  time,  it  must  depend  upon  the  q^*- 
cumstances  of  the  particular  case,  whether  plans  should  or  should  not  be 
allowed.  The  court  is  always  disposed  to  attend  very  much  to  what 
passes  before  the  master,  who  has  generally  the  best  means  of  coming  to 
a  satisfactory  conclusion  upon  that  which  is  merely  a  matter  of  discretion. 
Here,  the  master  has  carefully  looked  into  the  matter ;  and  he  reports 
to  us  that  he  was  of  opinion,  that,  although  the  plans  might  have  been 
convenient  as  to  other  parts  of  the  case,  yet  they  were  so  decidedly  use- 
ful upon  the  issues  on  which  the  plaintiffs  failed,  that  they  fell  within 
the  general  rule  which  has  been  adverted  to,  and  ought  not  to  be  allowed. 
I  think  he  was  right. 

2.  With  respect  to  the  second  objection,  if  the  ground  of  the  disallow- 
ance of  these  witnesses  was,  that  they  were  called  to  speak  to  damages, 
I  own  I  should  have  thought  that  the  matter  was  fit  to  be  reconsidered* 
But  that  appears  not  to  have  been  so.     A  plaintiff  is  not  justified  in 

(a)  The  rale  U  thne  stated  in  Dax's  Practice  of  the  Masters'  Office,  p.  273  :—'<  Where  witeesses 
are  claimed  on  immaterial  issues,  the  master  requires  an  affidayit  of  increase,  stating  clearly  and 
positively  that  such  witnesses  were  material  and  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  as  the 
case  may  be,  upon  the  particular  issues  found  for  him,  and  that  they  did  not  attend  in  respect 
of  any  of  the  issaes  found  agsinst  him.  For  the  party  who  is  entitled  to  the  general  costs  of  the 
cause,  the  affidavit  of  increase  need  only  extend  to  the  fact  that  the  witnesses  wore  material  and 
necessary  upon  the  issues  found  for  him."  For  a  form  of  affidavit  applicable  to  such  cases,  see 
Biehards's  Costs,  Appendix. 
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buihening  a  case  with  an  unnecessary  number  of  witnesses.  There  is 
no  reason  why  he  should  be  allowed  to  disregard  the  expense  to  be  thrown 
upon  his  opponent*  The  master  has  allowed  what  he  diought  a  sufficient 
nnmber  of  witnesses.  The  number  of  witnesses  to  be  allowed,  is  obvi- 
ously one  of  the  fittest  ^matters  to  be  left  to  the  master's  discre-  r^^q 
tion, — a  matter  on  which  he  is  peculiarly  called  upon  to  exercise  '' 
a  cautious  judgment.  I  cannot  see  that  the  master  has  here  exercised 
an  unsound  discretion  in  that  respect. 

8.  With  regard  to  the  witnesses  Stannard  and  Burt,  it  is  said,  that, 
they  being  servants  of  the  company,  it  would  not  have  been  safe  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  rely  upon  one  of  them  only.  If  the  master  had  had  any 
grounds  laid  before  him  to  show  that  it  was  reasonable  to  call  them  both 
to  prove  the  same  facts,  he  would  undoubtedly  have  allowed  the  expenses 
of  both.  No  such  ground  having  been  laid  before  him,  I  think  he  very 
properly  declined  to  allow  more  thim  one. 

4.  As  to  the  last  ground  of  objection, — ^it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  an 
affidavit  such  as  is  suggested  by  Mr.  Greewwood^  has  usually  been  pro- 
duced before  the  master.  But  it  is  for  the  master  to  say  whether  or  not 
such  an  affidavit  is  necessary.  Upon  the  present  occasion,  the  mast^ 
seems  to  have  thought  that  he  had  ample  means  to  regulate  his  judg- 
ment, without  such  affidavit.  But  with  respect  to  the  witnesses  whose 
allowance  is  objected  to,  my  brother  Oresswbll,  who  has  gone  over  the 
judge's  notes,  is  of  opinion  that  two  of  them,  viz.  Beatty  and  Connor, 
were  called  as  well  upon  issues  that  were  found  for  the  plaintiffii  as  upon 
those  that  were  found  for  the  defendants.  The  expenses  of  these  two 
witnesses,  therefore,  viz.  14Z.  6«.  and  6Z.  10«.,  ought  not  to  have  been 
allowed. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  all  the  objections  fail, 
except  that  portion  of  the  last  one  which  relates  to  the  evidence  given 
by  Beatty  and  Connor ;  and  that  the  allocatur  should  be  amended  in  this 
respect. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  absolute  accordingly. 
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Primd  fatU,  the  eonstmotion  of  written  documents  ii  for  the  judge:  but,  where  it  is  shown  \iy 
eztrinsio  eyidenee  that  the  terms  are  ambigaons,  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  the  ambi- 
guity ;  and  then  it  is  for  the  jury  to  aay  in  which  sense  the  ambiguous  expressions  were  used. 

A.  was  engaged  by  B.,  as  elerk,  under  a  contract  of  luring  for  two  years,  to  conduct  the  business 
of  a  shipping  agent  at  Southampton.  In  the  course  of  such  employ,  it  was  the  duty  of  A.  to 
pay  freight,  dock-dues,  Ac,  to  meet  which  B.  remitted  the  necessary  funds.  A.  wrote  to  B. 
for  a  remittance  of  140L,  enclosing  an  account  of  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  required, — 
one  of  them  being  the  payment  of  302.  for  salary  due  to  himself.  Ten  days  afterwards,  B. 
sent  A.  1002.  enclosed  in  a  letter  directing  him  to  apply  the  money  for  "  business  purposes." 
A.  having  appropriated  302.  of  the  money  in  satisfaction  of  his  salary,  B.  discharged  him. 

In  assumpsit  by  A.  against  B.  for  breach  of  the  ooatnot  of  hiring,  B.  pleaded  a  nlea  justifying 
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the  discluu-ge  of  A.,  on  the  ground  of  his  haring  wrongfully  and  improperly  miuppropriated 
the  money  remitted,  and  wrongfully  and  improperly  disobeyed  B.'s  orders  to  apply  the  money 
to  "business  purposes."  The  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  had  been 
guilty  of  any  wrongful  and  improper  misappropriation  of  the  moneys  intrusted  to  him  by  tha 
defendant,  or  of  any  wrongful  or  improper  disobedienee  of  orders : — Held,  that  this  was  a  proper 
direction ;  and  that  the  judge  was  not  bound  to  tell  the  jury  that  it  was  not  necessary,  to 
justify  the  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  should  have  been  guilty  of  any  moral  delinqueney. 
Held  also,  that,  in  awarding  a  sum  equal  to  twelve  months'  salary,  the  plaintiff  having  been 
discharged  after  about  one  quarterns  service, — the  jury  had  not  given  excessive  damages. 

Assumpsit,  on  a  contract  of  hiring.  The  first  count  (a)  was  abandoned 
at  the  trial. 

The  second  count  stated,  that,  theretofore,  and  at  the  time  of  making 
the  agreement  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  had  been  for  the  space 
of  six  calendar  months,  and  then  was,  in  the  serTice  of  the  defendant 
as  clerk,  and  as  such  clerk  had  conducted,  and  was  then  conducting,  the 
defendant's  business  of  a  custom-house  and  shipping  agent,  at  Southamp- 
ton ;  that,  thereupon,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  March,  1847,  in  con- 
*451  ^^^^^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  ^defendant,  would 
^  continue  in  the  service  of  him,  the  defendant,  as  clerk,  to  conduct 
his,  the  defendant's,  business  of  a  custom-house  and  shipping  agent,  at 
Southampton  aforesaid,  for  the  term  of  two  years,  he,  the  defendant^ 
then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  continue  him  in  such  seryice  for  the  said 
term  of  two  years,  and  to  pay  him  the  annual  salary  of  1507.  for  the  first 
year,  and  160Z.  for  the  second  year's  service,  and  (with  the  exception  of 
such  overland  agency  business  as  the  defendant  was  then  in  possession 
of)  also  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  a  sum  of  money  equal  to  50Z.  per  cent,  on 
the  gross  profits  (without  deduction  for  expenses,  except  where  payments 
should  have  been  actually  made  in  reference  to  the  business  itself),  on 
all  baggage  business,  insu;rance-agency  business,  and  on  all  and  every 
business  whatsoever  transacted  by  the  defendant  at  Southampton  afore- 
said, during  such  term  of  two  years  as  aforesaid,  save  and  except  only  on 
such  overland  agency  business  as  was  then  in  the  defendant's  possession 
as  aforesaid ;  that,  although  the  plaintiff,  confiding  in  the  said  promise 
of  the  defendant,  did  continue  in  the  service  of  him,  the  defendant,  as 
clerk,  upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  until 
the  13th  of  August,  1847,  which  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  and  although  the  plaintiff  had  always  been  ready  and  willing, 
and  then  offered,  to  continue  in  the  service  of  the  defendant  for  the  resi- 
due of  the  said  term  of  two  years,  upon  the  terms  aforesaid ;  yet  that  the 
defendant,  not  regarding  his  said  promise,  did  not  nor  would  continue  the 
plaintiff  in  the  service  of  him,  the  defendant,  as  clerk,  for  the  said  term 
of  two  years,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  term  of  two 
years,  then  wholly  refused  so  to  do,  and  then  discharged  him,  the  plain- 
'('461  ^^'  therefrom,  and  had  from  that  time  continually  wholly  "^neglect- 
^  ed  and  refused  to  retain  or  employ  the  plaintiff  in  his  said  service ; 

(a)  Vide  6  Man.  6r.  A  S.  486. 
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and  that,  by  means  thereof,  he,  the  plaintiff,  had  lost  and  had  been  de- 
priyed  of  aU  the  salary,  profits,  and  advantages  which  he  otherwise  might 
and  would  have  derived  and  acquired  from  being  continued  in  the  said 
service  of  the  defendant  for  the  said  term  of  two  year^ ;  and  the  plaintiff 
had  been  and  was,  by  means  of  the  premises,  still  wholly  unemployed. 

The  declaration  also  contained  a  count  for  wages,  commission,  &c., 
and  a  count  upon  an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit  to  the  whole  declaration,  and 
several  pleas  to  the  first  count.  To  the  second  count,  he  pleaded  (sixthly), 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  ready  and  willing  to  continue  in  the  defendant's 
service ;  and  (seventhly),  that,  after  the  making  of  the  promise  in  the 
second  count  mentioned,  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  space  of  six 
calendar  months,  he,  the  defendant,  did  take  and  retain  the  plaintiff  in 
his  service  and  employment,  as  clerk,  as  in  that  count  alleged;  that, 
whilst  the  plaintiff  was  in  such  service  and  employ  of  the  defendant,  and 
before  the  discharge  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  service  and  employ  of  him, 
the  defendant,  as  in  the  second  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  and  on 
divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  day  when  the 
plaintiff  was  so  discharged  as  in  the  second  count  alleged,  the  plaintiff, 
in  the  course  of  his  said  service  and  employment  as  such  clerk  of  the 
defendant,  wrongfully,  improperly,  and  wilfiilly  made  divers  wrongful 
and  improper  payments  with  moneys  of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff 
then  also  appropriated  to  his  own  use  divers  sums  of  money  belonging 
to  the  defendant,  amounting  to  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  to  the  sum  of  lOOZ., 
which  said  several  sums  of  money  were  received  by  the  plaintiff  from  the 
defendant  for  and  on  account  of  the  defendant,  and  which  several  r-^.„ 
*sums  of  money  the  defendant  then  ordered  the  plaintiff  to  use  in  ^ 
the  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  the  said  defendant,  but  which  said 
moneys  the  plaintiff  neglected  and  refused  to  use  in  manner  and  for  the 
purpose  above  mentioned,  and  wrongfully  and  improperly  misappropri- 
ated in  discharge  of  salary  or  wages  alleged  to  be  due  from  the  defendant 
to  him,  the  said  plaintiff;  that  the  plaintiff  misbehaved  and  misconducted 
himself  in  the  said  service  and  employ  of  the  defendant,  in  this,  to  wit, 
that  the  plaintiff  refused  to  obey  an  order  of  the  defendant  to  the  said 
plaintiff,  as  clerk  to  him,  the  defendant,  to  use  and  dispose  of  certain 
moneys  given  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  for  and  on  account  of  the  business 
of  the  defendant,  but  which  said  moneys  the  plaintiff  wrongfully  and  im- 
properly misappropriated  in  discharge  of  salary  or  wages  alleged  to  be 
due  from  the  defendant  to  him  the  said  plaintiff,  and  which  said  moneys 
the  plaintiff  refused  to  use  in  the  manner  directed,  although  requested 
by  the  defendant  so  to  do ;  and  that  thereupon  the  defendant,  when  and 
so  soon  as  he  discovered  the  premises  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of 
August,  1847,  refused  to  suffer  or  permit  the  plaintiff  to  continue  any 
longer  in  his,  the  defendant's,  service  and  employ,  and  discharged  the 
plaintiff  therefrom,  and  from  thence  hitherto  refused  to  retain  or  continue 
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the  plaintiff  in  his,  the  defendant's,  senrice  and  employ,  as  it  was  lawfiil 
for  him  to  do  for  the  cause  in  that  plea  alleged, — ^verification. 

There  were  also  a  plea  of  set-off  and  a  plea  of  payment,  to  the  com- 
mon counts.  , 

The  plaintiff  replied  de  injurid  to  the  seventh  plea,  and  joined  issue 
on  all  the  other  pleas. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Y.  Williams,  J.,  at  the  second  sitting  in 
Trinity  term,  1848.  The  plaintiff  put  in  two  agreements, — ^under  the 
first  of  which  he  had  been  engaged  by  the  defendant  for  six  months 
*A9r\  ^^^^y  *^^  ^  salary  of  60Z., — and  the  second  being  that  stated  in 
-■  the  second  count ;  that,  in  pursuance  of  that  agreement,  on  the 
28th  of  September,  1846,  he  proceeded  to  Southampton,  where  he  hired 
and  furnished  a  house,  and  continued  to  conduct  the  defendant's  agency 
business  down  to  the  month  of  August,  1847,  when  he  was  dismissed,  as 
hereinafter  mentioned ;  that  his  duty  principally  was,  the  clearing  of  the 
baggage  of  steamboat  passengers,  the  payment  of  freight,  dock-dues, 
porterage,  and  the  like ;  that,  during  the  period  of  his  service,  he  was 
at  times  very  inadequately  supplied  by  the  defendant  with  the  funds 
necessary  to  conduct  that  descriptioii  of  business ;  and  that,  in  May, 
1847,  there  was  a  balance  of  5L  12«.  6d.  due  to  him  in  respect  of  salary 
for  the  half  year  ending  on  the  28th  of  March,  preceding. 

Several  letters  which  had  passed  between  the  parties  were  put  in :  of 
these,  the  most  material  were  the  following : — 

'^  Southampton,  June  5, 1847. 
^^  Dear  Sir, — I  regret  you  should  be  annoyed  at  my  retaining  cash,  at 
the  end  of  May,  due  to  me  for  salary  in  March  last.  I  have  difficulty 
in  procuring  money  from  you  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  business ;  and, 
with  larger  frmds,  I  could  seek  for  more  agency.  I  trust  you  will  endea- 
vour to  keep  me  better  supplied.  Yours,  &c., 

"Thomas  Smith." 

"  London,  June  7, 1847. 
"  Dear  Sir, — ^In  reply  to  yours  of  the  5th,  I  must  state  that  it  is  my 
wish  that  all  transactions  shall  be  conducted  without  misunderstanding 
on  either  side.    I  therefore  expect  you  to  apply  all  moneys  remitted  by 
me,  to  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  remitted. 

"Tours,  &c.,  Hbnbt  Thompson." 

^  .g^  *"  Southampton,  July  25,  1847. 

-■     "  Dear  Sir, — I  hand  you  a  memorandum  of  cash  required : — 
« Cigars  (Mackay)  -  -  -  -  18    2  11 

"  Freight  (Dunlop)  -  -  -  -  27  18    2 

"Dock  company  and  railway  company     -  -  68  18    7 

"  Stationery,  &c.  -  -  -  -  8    6    9 

"  T.  Smith,  as  written  for  some  days  since  -  30    0    0 

jei43    6    5 
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'^  I  shall  be  much  obliged  by  a  remittance,  on  my  account,  of  802.,  by 
return  of  post,  as  I  wrote  you  I  required  the  same  by  last  Wednesday ; 
to  which  I  have  received  no  reply.    Yours,  &c.         Thomas  Smith." 

"  Southampton,  August  4, 1847. 
"  Dear  Sir, — ^I  shipped  only  one  package  by  the  Pacha.  The  West 
India  packet  is  in  the  rirer,  and  we  get  no  goods  delivered  till  the  owing 
freight  is  paid  to  Mr.  Dunlop.  I  shall  discontinue  writing  you  for  cash, 
as  I  do  not  even  get  any  reply  to  my  letters  of  nearly  a  month  back. 
Yours,  &c.  Thomas  Smith." 

"  London,  August  5,  1847. 
"  Dear  Sir, — ^Enclosed  is  lOOZ.  for  business  purposes.     I  shall  be  glad 
to  hear  of  its  safe  arrival ;  also  bills  of  lading  for  cigars  to  London 
Docks,  as  usual.     I  enclose  a  memorandum,  which  please  attend  to,  and 
send  up  word  about  it.     Yours,  &c. 

"  H.  GuNTHORPB,  for  Mr.  H.  Thompson." 

^^  Southampton,  August  6, 1847. 
^^  Dear  Sir, — The  lOOL  safe  to  hand  this  morning.     I  have  paid  Dun- 
lop, and  have  placed  801.  to  my  "'account,  for  balance  of  salary  due  p^_ 
to  me  on  the  24th  of  July  last.     The  other  matter^i  shall  be  duly  ^ 
attended  to.    Yours,  &c.  Thomas  Smith." 

"  London,  August  7,  1847. 
"  Sir, — I  am  much  surprised  at  the  receipt  of  your  letter  this  morning, 
finding  that  you  have  placed  807.  to  your  own  account,  out  of  the  1002. 
sent  down  specifically /<?r  btmness  purposes.  I  beg,  therefore,  you  will 
immediately  replace  it,  and  expend  it  as  originally  ordered  by  me,  far 
business  purposes^  and  shall  expect  to  hear  that  such  is  the  case  by  Tues- 
day morning.    Yours,  &c.  Henry  Thompson." 

^^  Southampton,  August  8,  1847. 

^'  Dear  Sir, — ^I  beg  to  state  that  I  consider  I  have  complied  with  your 

order  as  to  the  application  of  the  1001.  sent  me  for  business  purposes; 

particularly  as  my  salary  has  been  due  some  time,  and  surely  must  come 

under  the  head  of  *  business  purposes.'    With  every  respect,  yours,  &c. 

"Thomas  Smith." 

"  London,  August  9, 1847. 
"  Sir, — ^As  you  have  not  complied  with  my  orders,  I  have  not  any 
farther  occasion  for  your  services,  and  will  send  some  person  down  to 
take  charge  of  my  office,  &c.,  immediately.     Yours,  &c. 

"  Henbt  Thompson." 

It  also  appeared,  that,  upon  the  plaintiff's  father-in-law  calling  on  the 
defendant,  and  asking  him  why  he  had  dismissed  the  plaintiff  from  his 
employ,  he  assigned  as  his  reason  the  misappropriation  of  the  802.  towards 
payment  of  his  salary,  out  of  the  lOOL  remitted  on  the  5th  of  August, 
expressly  ^or  business  purposes. 

yoL.  vm. — 6  n  2 
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^.^-|  ^On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted  that  the  plea  jus- 
-^  tifying  the  dismissal  was  fully  sustained  by  the  evidence ;  for,  that, 
to  warrant  the  defendant  in  putting  an  end  to  the  contract,  it  was  enough 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  a  wilful  disobedience  of  a 
lawful  command ;  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  show  that  there  had 
been  any  fraudulent  conduct, — any  moral  obliquity,  pecuniary  or  other- 
wise. Callo  V,  Brouncker,  4  C.  &  P.  518,  and  Turner  v.  Mason,  14  M. 
&  W.  112,  were  referred  to. 

The  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury,  in  the  terms  of  the  seventh  plea, 
to  say,  whether  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  any  wrongful  or  improper 
misappropriation  of  moneys  intrusted  to  him  by  the  defendant,  or  of  any 
wrongful  or  improper  disobedience  of  orders  with  regard  to  the  disposal 
of  the  money  :  telling  them,  that,  if  they  should  affirm  either  of  those 
propositions,  they  must  find  for  the  defendant;  otherwise,  for  the 
plaintiff. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  1852.  12s.  6(2., 
being  twelve  months'  salary,  and  twelve  months*  share  of  profits. 

Murphffy  Serjt.,  in  the  course  of  the  same  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds  of  misdirection,  that  the  damages  were 
excessive,  that  the  computation  of  damages  had  proceeded  upon  an  erro- 
neous principle,  and  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence. 

ByleSj  Serjt.,  and  E,  James^  now  showed  cause.  There  clearly  was 
no  misdirection  in  this  case.  Salary  was  due  to  the  plaintiff;  his  em- 
ployer knew  it,  and  had  been  urged  to  pay  it.  He  remits  money  to  his 
"^521  ^^^^^9  ^^^  ^  general  intimation  that  it  is  remitted  for  '^'^^  business 
-■  purposes:"  and  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  not  justified  in  thinking  that  he  was  obeying  that  direction  when  he 
appropriated  a  portion  of  it  in  discharge  of  salary.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  It 
must  be  borne  in  mind  that  there  had  previously  been  a  complaint  of  a 
similar  appropriation.]  The  whole  matter  was  before  the  jury.  [Maule, 
J.  Did  it  appear  that  the  employer  had  sustained  any  injury  or  incon- 
venience from  the  plaintiff's  mode  of  dealing  with  the  money  ?  Was 
anything  left  unpaid  in  consequence,  that  was  pressing  ?]  There  was  no 
evidence  that  there  was.  The  matter  was  properly  submitted  to  the 
jury :  and  there  is  no  pretence  for  quarrelling  with  the  way  in  which 
they  have  dealt  with  it.  [Cresswbll,  J.  It  was  for  the  jury  to  say 
whether  or  not  there  was  a  wilful  misappropriation  of  the  money ;  and 
for  the  judge  to  say  whether  such  a  misappropriation,  when  proved, 
would  justify  the  plaintiff's  discharge.] 

Murphy^  Serjt.,  and  Pitt  Taylor^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  prin- 
ciple of  law  which  governs  cases  of  this  description,  is  well  laid  down  by 
Parke,  B.,  in  Callo  v.  Brouncker,  4  C.  &  P.  518,  where  that  learned 
judge  ruled,  that,  to  justify  a  master  in  dismissing  a  yearly  servant  before 
the  expiration  of  the  year,  there  must  be,  on  the  part  of  the  servant, 
either  moral  misconduct,  pecuniary  or  otherwise,  wilful  disobedience,  or 
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habitual  neglect.  That  doctrine  is  confirmed  by  Tamer  t^.  Mason:  That 
was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  the  wrongful  dismissal  of  a  domestic 
servant^  without  a  month's  notice,  or  payment  of  a  month's  wages.  The 
defendant  pleaded,  that  the  plaintiff  requested  him  to  give  her  leave  to 
absent  herself  from  his  service  during  the  night,  that  he  refused  such  leave, 
and  forbade  her  from  so  absenting  herself,  and  that,  against  his  will, 
she  nevertheless  ^absented  herself  for  the  night,  and  until  the  fol-  p^^q 
lowing  day,  whereupon  he  discharged  her.  To  this  plea  the  plain-  *- 
tiff  replied,  that,  when  she  requested  the  plaintiff  to  give  her  leave  to 
absent  herself  from  his  service,  her  mother  had  been  seized  with  sudden 
and  violent  sickness,  and  was  in  imminent  danger  of  death,  and,  believ- 
ing herself  likely  to  die,  requested  the  plaintiff  to  visit  her,  to  see  her 
before  her  death,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  requested  the  defendant  to 
give  her  leave  to  absent  herself  for  that  purpose,  she  not  being  likely 
thereby  to  cause  any  injury  or  hindrance  to  his  domestic  affairs,  and  not 
intending  to  be  thereby  guilty  of  any  improper  omission  or  unreasonable 
delay  of  her  duties  ;  and,  because  the  defendant  wrongfully  and  unjustly 
forbade  her  from  so  absenting  herself  for  the  purpose  of  visiting  her 
mother,  &c.,  she  left  his  house  and  service,  and  absented  herself  for  that 
purpose  for  the  time  mentioned  in  the  plea,  the  same  being  a  reasonable 
time  in  that  behalf,  and  she  not  causing  thereby  any  hindrance  to  his 
domestic  affairs,  nor  being  thereby  guilty  of  any  improper  omission  or 
unreasonable  delay  of  her  duties,  as  she  lawfully  might,  &c.  It  was 
held,  on  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  good,  as  showing  a  dismissal  for 
disobedience  to  a  lawful  order  of  the  master ;  and  that  the  replication  was 
bad,  as  showing  no  sufficient  excuse  for  such  disobedience.  ^'  The  con- 
tract," says  Parke,  B.,  ^^  between  the  master  and  a  domestic  servant,  is  a 
contract  to  serve  for  a  year,  the  service  to  be  determined  by  a  month's  warn- 
ing, or  by  payment  of  a  month's  wages ;  subject  to  the  implied  condition, 
that  the  servant  will  obey  all  lawful  orders  of  the  master.  It  was  laid 
down  by  Lord  Ellbnborough,  in  Spain  t;.  Amott,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
256,  and  by  me  in  Gallo  v.  Brouncker,  and  confirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  Amor  v.  *Fearon,  9  Ad.  k  E.  548,  1  P.  &  D.  r-^^ 
398,  that  the  wilful  disobedience  of  any  lawful  order  of  the  master  ^ 
is  a  good  cause  of  discharge.  Here,  the  plea  discloses  a  perfectly  lawful 
order,  viz.  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  absent  herself  from  the  service 
during  a  night,  and  the  plaintiff's  disobedience  thereto.  Then  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  replication  discloses  sufficient  ground  of  excuse  for 
such  disobedience.  Primd  fade,  the  master  is  to  regulate  the  times 
when  his  servant  is  to  go  out  from  and  return  to  his  house.  Even  if  the 
replication  showed  that  he  had  notice  of  the  cause  of  her  request  to 
absent  herself,  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  sufficient  to  justify  her  in  diso- 
bedience to  his  order :  there  is  not  any  imperative  obligation  on  a 
daughter  to  visit  her  mother  under  such  circumstances,  although  it  may 
be  unkind  and  uncharitable  not  to  permit  her."    And  Aldersok,  B., 
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said :  ^^  The  plea  is  a  good  answer  to  the  action,  because  it  shows  the 
discharge  of  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  for  wilfol  disobedience  of  the 
defendant's  order  to  stay  in  his  house  all  night.  Then,  is  the  replication 
a  good  answer  to  the  plea  ?  It  is  informal,  because  it  does  not  show  that 
the  mother  was  likelj  to  die  that  night,  or  that  it  was  necessary  to  go 
that  night  to  see  her,  or  to  stay  all  night.  But,  if  this  were  otherwise, 
these  circumstances  would  amount  only  to  a  mere  moral  duty,  and  do  not 
show  any  legal  right.  We  are  to  decide  according  to  the  legal  obliga- 
tions of  parties.  Where  is  the  decision  founded  upon  mere  moral  obli- 
gation to  stop  ?  What  degree  of  sickness,  what  nearness  of  relation- 
ship, is  to  be  sufficient?  It  is  the  safest  way,  therefore,  to  adhere 
to  the  legal  obligations  arising  out  of  the  contract  between  the  parties." 
Here,  the  learned  judge,  in  effect,  told  the  jury  that  the  language  of 
the  seventh  plea  required  the  defendant  to  make  out  that  the  act 
^..-   '^'complained  of,  was  an  act  of  moral  turpitude.     That  clearly  was 

^  wrong :  he  should  have  told  them,  in  accordance  with  the  authori- 
ties above  cited,  that  the  mere  disobedience  of  a  lawful  order  was  a  justi- 
fication for  the  dismissal.  [Maulk,  J.  I  do  not  so  clearly  see  that  the 
judge  oughf^o  have  done  as  suggested.  You  admit,  that,  to  justify  his 
dismissal,  it  was  necessary  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  intended  to  disobey 
a  lawful  command  of  his  master.]  The  learned  judge  should  have  told 
the  jury,  that,  to  sustain  the  plea,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  conduct 
of  the  plaintiff  should  have  been  morally  wrong:  and  he  altogether 
omitted  to  call  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  that  part  of  the  plea  which 
charged  wilful  disobedience  of  orders.  What  did  the  jury  understand  by 
^'wrongful  and  improper?"  In  their  minds,  it  could  refer  to  no  other 
than  moral  delinquency.  The  summing  up  mixes  up  two  matters  which 
were  in  their  nature  essentially  distinct, — the  one,  a  wrongful  misappro- 
priation of  the  money, — the  other,  a  wilful  disobedience  of  orders :  the 
former,  being  a  moral  offence,  amounting  to  embezzlement ;  the  latter, 
though  equally  a  ground  for  dismissal,  scarcely  amounting  to  a  breach 
of  morality :  Spain  v.  Arnott.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  take 
upon  himself  the  construction  of  the  correspondence,  and  to  say  what 
was  meant  and  understood  by  the  parties  by  the  words  ^^  for  business 
purposes."  He  ought  not  to  have  left  that  to  the  jury.  The  rule  upon 
this  subject  is  thus  laid  down  by  Parks,  B.,  in  Neilson  t^.  Harford,  8  M. 
k  W.  806,  828 :  ^^  The  construction  of  all  written  instruments  belongs 
to  the  court  alone,  whose  duty  it  is  to  construe  all  such  instruments,  as 
soon  as  the  true  meaning  of  the  words  in  which  they  are  couched,  and 
the  surrounding  circumstances,  if  any,  have  been  ascertained  as  facts  by 
^._  the  jury :  and  it  is  '*'the  duty  of  the  jury  to  take  the  construction 

^  from  the  court,  either  absolutely,  if  there  be  no  words  to  be  con- 
strued as  words  of  art,  or  phrases  used  in  commerce,  and  no  surrounding 
circumstances  to  be  ascertained ;  or  conditionally,  when  those  words  or 
circumstances  are  necessarily  referred  to  them.    Unless  this  were  so, 
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there  wonld  be  no  certainty  in  the  law ;  for,  a  misconstruction  by  the 
eonrt  is  the  proper  subject,  by.  means-  of  a  bill  of  exceptions,  of  redress 
in  a  court  of  error ;  but  a  misconstruction  by  the  jury  cannot  be  set 
right  at  all  effectually." 

It  was  further  contended  that  the  damages  were  excessive,  and  that 
the  verdict  was  not  warranted  by  the  evidence. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  This  is  a  rule  by  which  the  defendant  seeks  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  to  have  a  new  trial, — ^first,  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection, — secondly,  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evi* 
dence, — thirdly,  that  the  damages  were  excessive,  and  were  estimated 
upon  an  erroneous  principle. 

1.  The  misdirection  is  charged  in  two  respects ;  first,  that  the  learned 
judge  improperly  left  to  the  jury  the  construction  of  certain  letters, 
whereas  he  ought  himself  to  have  interpreted  them,  and  told  the  jury 
their  effect ;  secondly,  that  he  presented  the  wrong  question  to  the  jury 
upon  the  issue  raised  on  the  seventh  plea.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that 
the  present  case  is  at  all  affected  by  the  authorities  which  have  been  re- 
ferred to.  There  is  no  question  here  whether  a  servant  may  with  impu- 
nity disobey  the  lawful  orders  of  his  master :  the  question  is  simply  one  of 
fact,  whether  the  plaintiff  did,  in  the  terms  of  the  seventh  plea,  wilfully 
disobey  his  employer's  lawful  orders.  The  plea  in  substance  charges  the 
plaintiff  with  having,  in  disobedience  of  his  employer's  orders,  wrongfully 
and  improperly  '''misappropriated  in  discharge  of  salary  alleged  to  be  p^g^ 
due  to  himself,  moneys  which  had  been  specifically  remitted  to  him 
for  other  purposes.  In  the  course  of  the  cause,  it  had  been  contended 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  evidence  did  not  sustain  the  plea,  for 
that  the  reasonable  construction  of  the  plaintiff's  orders  warranted  the 
appropriation  of  the  money  that  was  made  by  the  plaintiff.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  was  insisted,  for  the  defendant,  that  the  directions  given 
to  the  plaintiff  with  regard  to  the  application  of  the  remittance,  were  so 
plain  and  distinct,  that  a  departure  from  them  must  of  necessity  amount 
to  wilful  disobedience.  Such  were  the  views  presented  by  the  counsel 
on  the  one  side  and  on  the  other ;  each  urging  that  which  he  conceived 
best  calculated  to  advance  the  interests  of  his  client.  Now,  undoubtedly, 
there  may  be  cases  where  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  present  the 
points  to  the  jury  under  an  aspect  different  from  that  assumed  by  the 
counsel :  but,  ordinarily,  I  apprehend  he  does  right  in  putting  the  case 
as  the  parties  themselves  have  put  it.  Here,  the  learned  judge  did  so. 
He  told  the  jury  to  look  at  the  letter  of  the  5th  of  August,  and  to  say 
whether,  regard  being  had  to  all  the  circumstances,  and  the  nature  of 
the  dealings  between  the  parties,  the  ''business  purposes"  to  which  the 
plaintiff  was  directed  to  apply  the  1002.,  were  necessarily  such  as  to 
exclude  the  salary  due  to  the  plaintiff.  It  is  clear  that  the  letter  itself 
would  not  enable  any  one  to  determine  that.  Nobody  would  doubt  that 
such  an  expression  would  warrant  the  application  of  the  money  to  the 
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payment  of  any  charge  on  the  buBiness.  In  ascertaining  the  net  profits 
of  a  business,  the  salary  of  a  clerk  necessarily  forms  an  item  in  the  sum 
deducted  as  expenses  of  the  business.  It  is  the  defendant,  therefore, 
vho  in  this  case  requires  you  to  look  dehors  the  letter,  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  the  true  meaning  of  his  directions :  he  insists,  that,  as 
^^j^-  *between  himself  and  the  plaintiff,  and  with  reference  to  the 
*^  -J  course  of  dealing  between  them,  the  words  "for  business  pur- 
poses" have  a  more  limited  and  restricted  meaning,  and  were  meant  to 
exclude  salary.  The  case  is,  therefore,  taken  out  of  the  ordinary  rule, 
that  the  construction  of  written  documents  is  for  the  court,  and  not  for 
the  jury.  The  question  was,  what  was  the  plaintiff  warranted  in  under* 
standing  to  be  the  meaning  of  that  letter:  and,  how  was  that  to  be 
determined,  but  by  looking  at  the  letter,  in  connexion  with  all  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances  ?  The  learned  judge,  in  effect,  left  it  to  the  jury 
to  say  whether  the  construction  put  upon  the  letter  by  the  plaintiff,  was 
justified  by  its  language ;  or  whether,  as  the  defendant  contended,  the 
language  was  so  plain  and  unambiguous  that  the  plaintiff  must  be  taken 
to  have  been  guilty  of  a  wilful  disobedience  of  orders.  I  apprehend  that 
was  the  proper  question  to  leave  to  the  jury.  It  has  been  urged  that  the 
learned  judge  erred  in  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  applica- 
tion of  the  funds  intrusted  to  the  plaintiff  was  wrongful  and  improper,  in 
such  a  way  as  to  induce  the  jury  to  suppose,  that,  to  support  the  plea, 
there  must  of  necessity  be  some  moral  delinquency  in  the  plaintiff.  I  do 
not,  however,  so  understand  the  direction.  Taking  the  whole  of  it  toge- 
ther, and  construing  it  in  a  fair  spirit,  coupled  with  the  arguments  that 
had  been  urged  by  counsel  before  the  jury,  they  could  not  possibly 
have  been  misled  by  it.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  there  is  no  plea 
alleging  simply  a  disobedience  of  lawful  orders:  the  charge  is  of  a 
wrongful  and  improper  disobedience  of  orders :  the  question  left  to  the 
jury  was,  whether  the  disobedience  was  wrongful,  in  the  sense  of  being 
intentional.  For  these  reasons,  I  think  the  first  ground  of  the  motion 
fails. 

2.  The  next  ground  is,  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence.  In 
^^^^  answer  to  this,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  *there  was  evidence  on 

-I  both  sides,  that  the  whole  was  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury,  and 
that  the  learned  judge  does  not  report  to  us  that  he  was  dissatisfied  with 
the  verdict ;  and,  although  I  am  free  to  confess  that  I  should  have  come 
to  a  different  conclusion  had  I  been  upon  the  jury,  I  cannot  say  that  the 
verdict  is  so  entirely  wrong  as  to  justify  me  in  saying  that  the  matter 
ought  to  undergo  another  investigation. 

3.  With  respect  to  the  amount  of  damages,  I  cannot  discover  any 
erroneous  computation  of  figures.  It  was  for  the  jury  to  say  what 
amount  of  compensation  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  for  the  defendant's 
breach  of  contract.  Upon  this  point  also  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  de- 
fendant has  failed  to  establish  any  ground  for  making  the  role  absolute. 
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Maule,  J.  I  also  think  this  rule  should  be  discharged.  The  alleged 
misdirection  is  two-fold.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  said  that  the  judge  im- 
properly left  to  the  jury  the  construction  of  a  written  document,  viz.,  a 
letter  addressed  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  his  clerk,  whereby  he 
directed  him  to  apply  a  sum  of  1002.  remitted  to  him  therein  ^^  for  busi- 
ness purposes."  I  agree,  that,  generally  speaking,  the  construction  of 
a  written  contract  is  for  the  court :  but,  when  it  is  shown  by  extrinsic 
evidence,  that  the  terms  of  the  contract  are  ambiguous,  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  explain  the  ambiguity,  and  to  show  what  the  parties  really  meant. 
That  is  one  of  Lord  Bacon's  maxims.  Where  there  is  an  election  be- 
tween two  meanings,  it  is  properly  a  question  for  the  jury.  So,  if  a  man 
devise  land  to  his  ^^  cousin  John,*'  and  it  appears  that  he  has  two  cousins 
named  John,  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  to  which  of  them 
he  meant  the  land  to  go.  If  the  letter  of  the  5th  of  August  is  to  be  con- 
strued by  what  appears  within  the  four  corners  of  it,  the  direction  to 
♦apply  the  money  remitted  to  "business  purposes,"  clearly  would  r-^^r. 
not  exclude  the  application  of  a  portion  of  it  to  the  payment  of  the  ^ 
clerk's  salary.  But  I  agree  that  it  was  competent  to  the  defendant  to 
show  by  extrinsic  evidence,  what  orders  had  been  previously  given.  I 
think  the  defendant  was  quite  right  in  saying  that  "business  purposes" 
might  bear  a  restricted  sense,  and  mean  business  purposes  exclusive  of 
clerk's  salary.  That  duplicity  of  sense  is  the  very  foundation  of  the 
defendant's  view  of  the  case.  The  ambiguity,  being  introduced  by  ex- 
trinsic evidence,  may  be  explained  by  evidence.  The  letter  of  the  5tli 
of  August  was  in  answer  to  two  very  pressing  applications  for  money, 
one  of  them  describing  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  required, — amongst 
others,  the  identical  sum  in  question,  80Z.,  for  salai'y  due  to  the  plaintiff: 
and  I  am  very  far  from  saying  that  the  plaintiff  was  wrong  in  concluding 
that  he  might  fairly  apply  a  portion  of  the  remittance  in  discharge  of  his 
own  claim.  The  general  replication  de  injurid^  puts  in  issue  each  of  the 
several  matters  that  are  materially  alleged  in  the  seventh  plea.  The 
only  material  matter  in  the  plea,  that  has  been  relied  on  as  a  defence  to 
the  action,  is,  that  the  plaintiff,  in  the  course  of  his  service  and  employ- 
ment as  such  clerk  of  the  defendant,  wrongfully,  improperly,  and  wilfully 
made  divers  wrongful  and  improper  payments  with  moneys  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  then  also  appropriated  to  his  own  use  divers  sums  of  money 
belonging  to  the  defendant,  amounting  to  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  1002., 
which  said  several  sums  of  money  were  received  by  the  plaintiff  from  the 
defendant  for  and  on  account  of  the  defendant,  and  which  several  sums 
of  money  the  defendant  then  ordered  the  plaintiff  to  use  in  the  carrying 
on  of  the  business  of  the  defendant,  but  which  said  moneys  the  plaintiff 
neglected  and  refused  to  use  in  manner  and  for  the  purpose  above  men- 
tioned, *and  wrongfully  and  improperly  misappropriated  in  dis-  r:,,^^ 
charge  of  salary  or  wages  alleged  to  be  due  from  the  defendant  to 
him  the  plaintiff*    Suppose,  instead  of  that  being  put  in  issue  by  de  inr 
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juridj  the  allegation  had  been  traversed  in  terms,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  leave  the  issue  in  those 
verj  terms  to  the  jury.  It  was  necessary  to  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  wrongful  and  improper ; 
and  it  was  necessary  also  to  explain  to  them  the  sense  in  which  those 
expressions  were  used:  and. I  think  the  jury  might  most  correctly  and 
properly  come  to  the  conclusion  that  they  involved  a  charge  of  something 
more  than  mere  disobedience  of  orders.  On  the  part  of  the  defendanti 
it  had  been  insisted  the  plaintiff's  appropriation  of  the  money  was  wrong- 
ful and  improper,  inasmuch  as  it  was  a  wilful  disobedience  of  the  injunc- 
tions given  to  him  by  the  letter.  The  plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  con- 
tended that  the  direction  in  the  letter  was  not  such  that  he  wia^  bound  to 
understand  it  in  the  sense  insisted  on  by  the  defendant,  viz.  as  excluding 
the  application  of  any  portion  of  the  money  in  discharge  of  his  own 
salary.  The  wrong  and  impropriety,  therefore,  were  left  to  the  jury 
precisely  in  the  sense  in  which  they  were  understood  by  the  parties :  and 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  proper  instruction  was  given  to  them,  to  guide 
them  to  a  proper  consideration  and  a  right  conclusion  of  the  true  ques- 
tion at  issue.  I  therefore  think  the  first  and  main  ground  upon  which 
this  rule  was  obtained,  is  answered. 

2.  As  to  the  verdict  being  against  evidence,  I  feel  even  more  difficulty 
than  the  lord  chief  justice  feels ;  for,  I  am  unable  to  see  that  the  conclu- 
sion the  jury  came  to  was  wrong. 

^^^-       3.  I  also  think  there  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  *the  damages 
•J  were  miscomputed.    It  must  be  bom  in  mind  that  embezzlement 
was  imputed  to  the  plaintiff. 

Grbsswell,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  in  this  ease  should 
be  discharged.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  learned  Judge  did  not,  as  it  is 
suggested  he  did,  leave  to  the  jury  the  construction  of  the  letter  of  the 
5th  of  August,  treating  it  as  a  written  instrument.  There  was  a  latent 
ambiguity  in  the  letter,  which  was  shown  by  extrinsic  evidence,  and  which 
it  was  therefore  competent  to  explain  by  evidence.  The  learned  judge 
appears  to  have  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  what  was  the  sense  in  which 
the  parties  had  used  the  expression  ^^for  business  purposes,''  in  that  let- 
ter,— pointing  their  attention  to  the  arguments  that  had  been  urged  on 
the  one  side  and  on  the  other.  The  defendant's  counsel  had  insisted 
that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  understand  the  expression  as  excluding 
the  application  of  any  portion  of  the  remittance  to  the  payment  of  arrears 
of  salary :  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  on  the  other  hand,  insisted  that  pay- 
ment of  salary  was  fairly  and  legitimately  a  business  purpose.  My  bro- 
ther Murphy  J  when  he  moved  for  the  rule,  seems  to  have  understood  the 
learned  judge  to  have  told  the  jury,  that,  to  satisfy  the  words  ^'  wrong- 
fully, improperly,  and  wilfully,"  it  was  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should 
have  been  guilty  of  an  act  of  moral  turpitude ;  whereas,  he  insisted,  the 
dismissal  was  justifiedi  if  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  any  wiUul  diB- 
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obedience  of  a  lawful  order.  Now,  the  word  "  wilful"  does  not  occur  in 
that  part  of  the  seventh  plea ;  neither  does  it  in  the  note  of  my  brother 
Williams  of  the  way  in  which  he  left  the  question :  and  I  have  looked 
through  the  short-hand  notes  of  the  summing  up,  and  I  do  not  find  the 
word  used  even  there.  The  plea  states  that  the  plaintiff  refused  to  obey 
an  order  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  to  dispose  of  certain  moneys 
given  by  '''him  to  the  plaintiff  for  and  on  account  of  the  business  of  p^/*q 
the  defendant,  but  which  moneys  the  plaintiff  wrongfully  and  impro-  ^ 
perly  misappropriated  in  discharge  of  salary  alleged  to  be  due  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  substance  of  the  issue  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  wilfully 
disobeyed  orders  in  that  respect.  The  words  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
used  in  the  same  sense  in  the  summing  up  as  in  the  plea.  I  therefore 
think  the  direction  was  right. 

Upon  the  other  points,  I  concur  with  the  lord  chief  justice  and  my 
brother  Maule. 

Y.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  discharged. 


LLOYD  V.  HARRIS.    June  11. 

To  eonstitote  a  proper  serrice  of  an  award,  a  copy  must  be  deliTered  to  the  parfy,  and  the  origi- 
nal must,  at  the  same  time,  be  shown  to  him.  ^ 

Where  the  eopy  was  personally  delivered  to  the  party  on  the  2l8t  of  October,  and  a  demand  of 
performanee  made  on  the  23d,  the  original  being  then  for  the  first  time  shown : — Held,  that 
this  was  not  snch  a  serrice  as  to  form  the  foundation  either  of  an  attachment  or  of  a  rule  under 
the  1  4  2  Vict  c.  110,  s.  18.(tt) 

In  this  case  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  by  consent,  damages 
500Z.,  subject  to  the  award  of  a  barrister,  to  whom  were  referred  the 
cause  and  all  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties ;  and  the  order 
contained  a  direction  ^^  that  the  contract  of  purchase  between  the  parties 
be  completed  forthwith,  and  the  purchase-money  be  brought  into  court 
to  abide  the  event  of  the  arbitration ;"  the  costs  of  the  cause  to  abide 
the  event  of  the  award,  and  the  costs  of  the  reference  to  be  in  the  arbi- 
trator's discretion. 

On  the  10th  of  June,  1848,  the  following  order  was  made  by  Coltman, 
J. :  "  Upon  hearing  the  attorneys  *or  agents  for  the  plaintiff,  and  p^g^ 
the  defendant  in  person,  and  by  consent,  I  do  order,  that,  notwith- 
standing the  terms  in  the  order  of  nisi  prius  of  the  29th  of  February, 
1848,  that  the  contract  of  purchase  between  the  parties  be  completed 
forthwith,  and  the  purchase-money  be  brought  into  court  to  abide  the 
event  of  this  arbitration,  the  arbitrator  shall  have  power  and  authority  to 
direct  what  shall  and  ought  to  be  done  by  either  party  as  to  carrying  out 
the  said  contract  of  purchase  of  leasehold  property  at  Hayes,  referred 

(a)  As  to  rales  under  this  statuto,  vide  pott,  74  (a). 

VOL.  vin,— 7  E 
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to  in  the  said  original  order,  and  as  to  the  purchase-money  for  the  same 
being  brought  into  court,  either  wholly  or  in  part ;  and  the  arbitrator 
shall  have  power,  in  every  respect,  to  award  and  direct  what  shall  be  done 
between  the  parties,  relating  to  the  matters  referred  to  him,  except  that 
the  costs  of  the  cause  shall  abide  the  event^  as  provided  for  in  the  said 
original  order." 

The  arbitrator  made  his  award  on  the  30th  of  September,  1848.  After 
reciting  the  order  of  nisi  prius,  and  the  order  of  Coltmak,  J.,  of  the  10th 
of  June,  1848,  the  award  proceeded  as  follows: — "And  whereas  a  certain 
other  action  was  commenced  on  the  8th  of  January  now  last  past,  in  the 
said  court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  which  the  said  H.  G.  Harris  was  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  said  John  Lloyd  was  the  defendant,  and  certain  issues  were,  on 
or  about  the  8th  of  February  now  last  past,  joined  therein  between  the  said 
parties :  And  whereas  a  certain  agreement  was  entered  into  on  the  15th  of 
October,  1847,  between  the  said  John  Lloyd  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said 
H.  G.  Harris  of  the  other  part,  in  the  words  following,  that  is  to  say — 
^  The  said  John  Lloyd  agrees  to  purchase  at  the  price  to  be  fixed  as  here- 
inafter mentioned,  and  the  said  H.  G.  Harris  to  sell-  to  him  (subject  to 
the  mortgage  of  TOO?,  now  charged  thereon  in  favour  of  P.  C.  J.  Smith), 
all  those  two  leasehold  messuages  or  dwelling-houses,  situate  at  Hayes, 
^^  _  *in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  known  as  Alpha  Villas ;  and 
-'  also  that  piece  of  leasehold  meadow  land  adjoining  the  said  two 
messuages,  containing  three  acres  and  three  quarters,  or  thereabouts ; 
and  it  is  agreed  that  the  said  premises  shall  be  forthwith  valued  by 
a  competent  surveyor,  to  be  fixed  upon  by  the  said  parties,  and  that 
his  valuation  shall  be  the  price  (subject  to  reduction  by  the  amount 
of  the  said  mortgage)  to  be  paid  and  received  by  the  said  parties 
respectively,  as  the  purchase-money  of  the  said  premises ;  the  said  pur- 
chase to  be  completed  with  all  convenient  speed  after  such  valuation ;  and 
the  said  H.  G.  Harris  is  to  take,  in  part  payment  of  the  said  purchase- 
money,  warrants  for  three  pipes  of  port  wine,  and  for  seven  butts  of 
sherry,  clear  of  all  charges  (duty  excepted),  at  prices  to  be  respectively 
fixed  by  a  competent  wine-broker  to  be  selected  by  the  said  parties ;  the 
expense  of  both  the  said  valuations  to  be  borne  by  the  said  parties  equally, 
and  the  expenses  of  the  perfecting  of  Mr.  Harris's  title,  and  of  this 
agreement,  and  conveyance,  to  be  borne  by  the  said  parties  in  the  fol- 
lowing proportions — two-thirds  to  be  paid  by  the  said  John  Lloyd,  and 
the  remaining  one-third  by  the  said  H.  G.  Harris :'  And  whereas  the 
said  premises  were  valued  by  a  competent  surveyor,  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  agreement,  at  the  sum  of  15757. :  And  whereas  the  said  parties 
have,  in  the  coarse  of  the  said  arbitration  before  me,  dispensed  with  the 
stipulation  that  part  of  the  said  purchase-money  should  consist  of  certain 
wine-warrants,  and  have  agreed,  in  consideration  thereof,  that  the  value 
of  the  said  premises  should  be  considered  and  taken  to  be  1527/.,  instead 
of  the  above-mentioned  sum  of  1575Z. :   And  whereas  a  certain  other 
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agreement  was  also  entered  into  on  the  said  15th  of  October,  1847, 
between  the  said  John  Lloyd,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  H.  6.  Harris, 
of  the  other  part,  by  which  agreement,  &c.  &c. :  And  whereas,  by  inden- 
ture bearing  date  *the  27th  of  September,  1845,  a  term  of  twenty-  p^^^ 
one  years  was  granted  by  one  Thomas  Pitts  to  the  said  H.  G.  ^ 
Harris,  in  certain  premises  situate  at  Chiswick,  in  the  county  of  Middle- 
sex ;  and  whereas  the  said  indenture  was  deposited  by  the  said  H.  G. 
Harris  with  the  said  John  Lloyd,  some  time  in  the  year  1847,  as  a  col- 
lateral security  for  a  certain  loan  of  money ;  and  whereas  the  said  inden- 
ture cannot  now  be  found,  and  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  same  is  wholly 
lost  or  not :  And  whereas  there  are  certain  other  matters  in  difference 
between  the  said  parties,  which  were  brought  under  my  consideration, 
but  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  particularize :  Now,  I,  the  said  arbitra- 
tor, &c.,  do  make  and  publish  this  my  award  in  writing  of  and  concern- 
ing the  premises,  that  is  to  say,  I  do  award  and  direct,  with  respect  to 
the  first-mentioned  action,  in  which  the  said  John  Lloyd  was  plaintiff, 
and  tho  said  H.  G.  Harris  defendant,  that  the  verdict  entered  for  the 
plaintiff,  damages  5002.,  be  set  aside,  and  that,  instead  thereof,  a  verdict 
be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  issues  raised  by  the  first,  second, 
third,  fourth,  sixth,  seventh,  tenth,  eleventh,  and  thirteenth  pleas,  and 
80  much  of  the  twelfth  plea  (non  assumpsit)  as  is  pleaded  to  the  fourth 
count  of  the  declaration  in  the  said  cause,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the 
issues  raised  by  the  fifth,  eighth,  ninth,  and  fourteenth  pleas,  and  so  much 
of  the  twelfth  plea  as  is  pleaded  to  the  fifth  and  sixth  counts  of  the  declar- 
ation :  With  respect  to  the  action  secondly  above  mentioned,  in  which 
the  said  U.  G.  Harris  was  plaintiff,  and  the  said  John  Lloyd  was  defend- 
ant, I  do  find  and  award  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  issues  raised  by  the  first 
and  second  pleas,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  issue  raised  by  the  third  plea ; 
and  I  do  award  and  direct  that  each  party  shall  bear  and  sustain  his  own 
costs  of  and  concerning  the  said  action :  With  respect  to  the  agreement  of 
the  *15th  of  October,  1847,  first  above  mentioned,  I  award  and  direct  p^^- 
that  the  said  John  Lloyd  shall  pay  to  the  said  H.  G.  Harris,  on  ^ 
the  23d  of  October  next,  the  sum  of  7852.  as  the  price  and  value  of  all 
the  interest  of  the  said  H.  G.  Harris  in  the  property  at  Hayes,  and  that 
a  conveyance  of  all  such  interest,  shall  be  prepared  by  the  said  John 
Lloyd,  and  executed  by  the  said  H.  G.  Harris  at  the  time  of  the  payment 
by  the  said  John  Lloyd  of  the  said  sum  of  785Z. ;  and  I  further  award  and 
direct,  that  the  expenses,  if  any,  of  perfecting  the  title  of  the  said  H. 
G.  Harris,  and  the  expenses  of  the  said  agreement  of  purchase,  and  of 
and  concerning  and  in  any  way  relating  to  the  conveyance  above  directed, 
shall  be  taxed  and  ascertained  by  one  of  the  taxing  masters  in  Chancery, 
and  that,  after  such  taxation,  the  amount  of  costs  in  relation  hereto,  of 
each  solicitor  for  the  said  parties  respectively,  shall  be  added  together, 
and  make  a  gross  sum,  and  that  two-thirds  of  such  gross  sum  shall  be 
paid,  borne,  and  sustained  by  the  said  John  Lloyd,  and  the  remaining 
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one-third  by  the  said  H.  Q.  Harris :"  [The  award  then  provided  for 
payment  of  arrears  of  interest  on  the  mortgage  referred  to  in  the  agree- 
ment of  the  16th  of  October,  1847,  and  of  the  expenses  of  the  surveyor's 
valuation :  it  then  proceeded  as  follows :] — "  With  respect  to  the  inden- 
ture bearing  date  the  27th  of  September,  1845,  for  a  term  of  years  in 
certain  premises  at  Ghiswick  aforesaid,  I  do  find  and  assess  the  value  of 
such  indenture  to  the  said  H.  O.  Harris  at  the  sum  of  8602. ;  and  I  do 
award  and  direct  that  the  said  John  Lloyd  shall  pay  that  sum  to  the  said 
H.  G.  Harris  on  the  23d  of  January,  1849,  unless  in  the  mean  time  he 
can  obtain  from  the  said  Thomas  Pitts  a  fresh  or  duplicate  indenture 
granting  to  the  said  H.  G.  Harris  the  same  term  of  years  from  the  said 
27th  of  September,  1845,  and  containing  in  every  respect  the  same  covc- 
^^^^  nants  as  were  contained  in  '*'the  said  original  indenture,  in  which 
^  case  he  is  to  deliver  such  fresh  or  duplicate  indenture  to  the  said 
H.  G.  Harris,  and  the  said  H.  G.  Harris  shall  receive  the  same  in  sub- 
stitution for  the  one  now  supposed  to  be  lost,  and,  on  so  receiving  such 
fresh  or  duplicate  indenture,  the  said  H.  G.  Harris  shall  not  be  entitled 
to  receive  the  said  sum  of  860Z.,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  I  do  award 
and  direct  that  all  expenses  whatsoever  in  any  manner  relating  to  the 
obtaining  and  executing  of  such  fresh  or  duplicate  indenture,  shall  be 
borne  and  defrayed  by  the  said  John  Lloyd  alone :  And,  with  respect  to 
the  said  second  agreement  of  the  15th  of  October,  1847,  relating  to  the 
carrying  on  of  the  wine  trade,  and  with  respect  to  all  other  matters  in 
difference  between  the  said  parties,  of  every  kind  soever,  save  and  except 
those  hereinbefore  specified,  I  do  award  and  direct  that  the  said  John 
Lloyd  shall  pay  to  the  said  H.  G.  Harris,  on  the  said  28d  of  January, 
1849,  the  sum  of  1522.  158. :  And  I  do  award  and  direct, — save  and 
except  as  hereinbefore  awarded  and  directed, — that  each  party  shall  bear 
and  sustain  his  own  costs  of  the  said  reference,  but  that  the  costs  of  this 
my  award  shall  be  wholly  borne  and  sustained  by  the  said  John  Lloyd : 
And  I  do  finally  award  and  direct,  that,  after  payment  of  the  several 
sums  hereinbefore  directed  to  be  paid,  and  the  costs  aforesaid,  each  of 
the  said  parties,  if  required  so  to  do,  shall,  at  the  costs  and  charges  of 
the  other  of  them,  execute  to  the  other  of  them,  a  release  of  the  matters 
so  referred  to  me  as  aforesaid.     In  witness,"  &c. 

Lloyd  was  personally  served  with  a  copy  of  the  award  on  the  21st  of 
October,  1848,  the  original  not  being  at  that  time  shown  to  him ;  and, 
on  the  28d,  the  785Z.,  and  77/.  16«.  6i.,  the  costs  of  the  award,  were  per- 
sonally demanded  of  him  by  Harris,  and  notice  given  to  him  that  Harris 
*M'\  ^^  ready  to  execute  a  *conveyance  of  the  leasehold  premises  at 
■I  Hayes,  mentioned  in  the  agreement  of  the  15th  of  October,  1847 ; 
and  the  original  award  was  then  for  the  first  time  shown  to  him.  BiU 
the  order  of  reference  and  the  order  of  Coltman,  J.,  were  not  made  a 
rule  of  court  until  the  6th  of  November. 

On  the  23d  of  January,  1849,  Harris  called  at  the  residence,  and  also 


8  MANNING,  GRANGER,  &  SCOTT.  69 


at  the  place  of  business,  of  Lloyd,  for  the  purpose  of  demanding  the  512/. 
15«.  directed  to  be  paid  on  that  day,  but  was  informed  by  a  servant  of 
Lloyd  that  he  was  not  in  town.  And,  on  the  14th  of  May,  1849,  Lloyd 
was  duly  served  with  a  copy  of  the  rule  of  court,  and  the  512Z.  15«.  was 
then  demanded  of  him  personally. 

Upon  an  affidavit  of  the  above  facts,  and  also  stating  thatno  portion 
of  the  money  directed  by  the  award  to  be  paid  by  Lloyd,  or  the  costs  of 
the  award,  had  been  received  by  Harris,  or  by  any  other  person  on  his 
behalf,  and  that  no  deed  of  conveyance  of  the  leasehold  property  at 
Hayes  had  been  tendered  to  Harris  for  execution,  and  that  no  fresh  or 
duplicate  lease  of  the  premises  at  Ghiswick  had  been  offered  to  him, 

Channellf  Serjt.,  on  behalf  of  Harris,  moved  for  a  rule  (under  the  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  110,  s.  18),  calling  upon  Lloyd  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not 
forthwith  pay  to  Harris  the  several  sums  directed  by  the  award  to  be 
paid.  He  submitted,  that,  although  there  might  be  some  difficulty  as  to 
the  785Z.,  the  award  not  being,  simplicitery  for  the  payment  of  that  sum,(a) 
there  could  be  none  as  to  the  two  sums  of  860Z.  and  152Z.  ISa.  [Maule, 
J.  When  the  785Z.  was  demanded,  the  orders  had  not  been  made  a  rule 
of  court,  therefore  the  party  did  not  go  properly  arnled  to  make  a  de- 
mand ;  and,  '*'when  the  two  last-mentioned  sums  were  demanded,  r^rjr. 
there  was  no  due  service  of  the  award.]  At  the  time  the  5121.  15a. 
was  demanded,  Lloyd  had  been  duly  served  with  the  award  and  rule  of 
court.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  obtain  a  rule  under  this  statute, 
that  the  party  to  whom  the  money  is  directed  to  be  paid,  should  be 
strictly  in  a  position  to  move  for  an  attachment.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  It 
certainly  seems  odd  to  say  that  you  shall  have  all  the  difficulties  in  the 
way  of  obtaining  a  remedy  against  the  goods,  which  you  had  when  the 
remedy  was  sought  against  the  person  of  the  debtor.] 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted  as  to  the  360Z.  and  1527.  15^.  only, 

Bfflesy  Serjt.,  now  showed  cause.  Since  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Williams, 
11  Ad.  &  E.  175,  4  P.  D.  217,  no  doubt,  the  courfs  will  make  rules  for 
the  payment  of  money  under  an  award,  to  enable  the  party  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  18th  section  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  where  the  award  is  for 
the  payment  of  a  specific  sum  absolutely  and  unconditionally,  and  the 
party  has  been  duly  served  with  the  award  and  rule  of  court.  But  the 
statute  does  not  apply  where,  as  here,  the  court  would  have  to  try  upon 
affidavit  the  performance  or  non-performance  of  an  alternative  condition : 
nor  is  there  any  authority  for  severing  an  award  in  the  manner  here  pro- 
posed. What  would  be  the  party's  remedy  for  the  rest  7  an  attachment  ? 
or  an  action  on  the  award  ?  To  entitle  himself  to  a  rule  under  this  act, 
it  has  repeatedly  been  held,  that  the  party  to  whom  the  money  is  directed 
to  be  paid,  must  be  as  regular  in  all  respects  as  if  he  were  moving  for  an 
attachment :  Neale  v.  Postlethwaite,  1  Q.  B.  248,  4  P.  &  D.  623 ;  Abra- 

(a)  Vide  Grahftm  «.  Daicvj,  •  ICan.  Gr.  A  6.  537. 

s2 
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^,-^^  hams  V.  *Tauiiton,  1  D.  &  L.  319;  Wilson  v.  Foster,  6  M.  &  G. 
■'  149,  6  Scott,  N.  E.  936, 1  D.  &  L.  496 ;  Hawkins  v.  Benton,  2  D. 
k  L.  465.  The  party  called  npon  to  pay,  should  be  served  with  a  copy 
of  the  award,  the  original  being  at  the  same  time  shown  to  him,  when  the 
money  is  demanded  of  him :  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Alnwick, 
5  B.  &  Aid.  184 ;  Pearson  v.  Archbold,  11  M.  k  W.  108,  477.  That 
was  not  done  here.  [^CTiannell,  Serjt.  He  had  been  preyionsly  served 
\7ith  a  copy  of  the  award.  Maule,  J.  That  is  like  serving  a  man  with 
a  copy  of  a  writ  on  one  day,  and  offering  to  show  him  the  original  upon 
a  subsequent  day.] 

Channellj  Serjt.,  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  doctrine  of  the  court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  Jones  v.  Williams  has  since  been  followed  in  numer- 
ous cases.  In  Doe  v,  Amey,  8  M.  k  W.  565,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  23,  Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B.,  says  (1  Dowl.  N.  S.  23) :  "  The  rule  laid  down  by  Lord 
Denman  in  Jones  v.  Williams  is  a  sound  one ;  the  practice  in  this  respect 
depends  on  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  the  form  in  which 
the  court  shall  order  obedience,  must  depend  upon  its  discretion.  For- 
merly, the  practice  was,  to  order  the  party  to  perform  the  award :  in  that 
case,  the  sum  o(  money  to  be  paid  was  not  mentioned  in  the  rule,  and, 
consequently,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
in  which  I  entirely  concur,  was  not  a  rule  or  order  upon  which  execution 
could  issue,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act ;  but  the  substance  is  the  same, 
for,  if  the  court  could  order  a  party  to  perform  an  award  which  directed 
him  to  pay  a  certain  sum,  it  could,  in  a  more  direct  way,  order  him  to 
pay  that  sum."  And  the  courts  have  repeatedly  decided,  that  the  for- 
^^j^-   malities  required  on  moving  for  an  '''attachment  may,  under  some 

-I  circumstances,  be  dispensed  with :  Richards  v.  Patterson,  8  M.  & 
W.  313,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  52 ;  Jordan  v.  Berwick,  9  M.  &  W.  3,  1  Dewl. 
N.  S.  271 ;  Doe  d.  Moody  v.  Squire,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  327 ;  Hawkins  v. 
Benton,  2  Dowl.  &  L.  465.  In  Doe  d.  Moody  v.  Squire,  Wiqhtman, 
J.,  says :  ^^  An  attaqhment  is  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  against  a  man  for 
not  obeying  that  which  is,  in  effect,  the  order  of  the  court :  this  rule, 
however,  is  not  of  the  same  character.  By  this  rule,  it  is  only  sought 
to  give  the  award  the  value  and  effect  of  a  judgment.  It  may  be  that 
an  attachment  will  in  future  be  unnecessary  for  practical  purposes.  I 
think  enough  is  done  in  obtaining  this  rule,  without  going  through  tho 
forms  which  were  necessary  in  cases  of  attachment."  In  Wilson  v.  Pos- 
ter, the  main  objection  was,  to  the  proposed  mode  of  service  of  the  rule, 
viz.  by  sticking  it  up  in  the  office.  [Cresswbll,  J.  In  Bower,  in  re, 
1  B.  &  C.  264,  it  was  held  that  personal  knowledge  of  an  award  and  rule 
of  court,  makes  the  party  liable  to  an  attachment  for  not  performing  the 
award,  although  he  has  not  been  personally  served.]  In  Abrahams*!;. 
Taunton,  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  award  had  come  to  the  party's 
knowledge.  [Maule,  J.  The  service  of  the  copy  and  exhibiting  of  the 
original,  must  be  contemporaneous.    A  man  upon  whom  a  copy  is  served 
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18  not  bound  to  keep  it  in  his  pocket  until  the  original  is  shown  to  him.] 
It  is  enough  if  he  has  substantial  information  as  to  what  is  required  of 
him. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  It  is  highly  inexpedient  that  any  uncertainty  should 
exist  as  to  the  practice  upon  applications  of  this  sort :  at  the  same  time, 
it  is  not  easy  to  lay  down  any  general  rule.  "Without,  therefore,  *say-  -^„^ 
ing  how  far  these  rules  are  to  be  considered  analogous  to  motions  ^ 
for  attachment,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  there  has  been  a  clear  and  recog- 
nised mode  of  service  of  an  award,  in  order  to  bring  the  party  into  con- 
tempt for  not  performing  it,  and  which  is  only  to  be  departed  from  under 
Tcry  special  circumstances,  viz.  by  personally  delivering  to  him  a  copy 
of  the  award,  and  at  the  same  time  showing  him  the  original.  Here,  a 
copy  was  served  at  the  time  when  a  demand  was  made  in  respect  of  a 
subject-matter  totally  different  from  that  to  which  this  rule  relates.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  award  has  not  been  well  served,  and  that  there  is 
an  entire  absence  of  circumstances  which  might  dispense  with  regular 
service.     The  rule,  therefore,  cannot  be  made  absolute. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  essential  that  there 
should  be  an  intelligible  and  well-understood  rule  upon  this  subject :  and 
there  undoubtedly  is  a  well-established  rule ;  and  that  is,  that,  in  the 
absence  of  special  circumstances  to  dispense  with  it,  there  must  be  a 
personal  service  of  the  award,  by  delivering  a  copy  and  showing  the 
original  at  the  same  time.  That  course  has  not  been  adopted  here,  and 
there  are  no  special  circumstances  to  justify  a  departure  from  it. 

Maule,  J.  This  is  an  application  for  a  rule  of  court,  in  order  to 
enforce  the  summary  remedy  given  by  the  statute  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s. 
18,  which  enacts,  amongst  other  things,  that  all  rules  of  courts  of  com- 
mon law,  whereby  any  sum  of  money,  or  any  costs,  charges,  or  expenses, 
shall  be  payable  to  any  person,  shall  have  the  effect  of  judgments  in  the 
superior  courts  of  common  law,  and  the  persons  to  whom  any  such 
moneys,  or  costs,  charges,  or  expenses  shall  be  payable,  shall  be 
^deemed  judgment-creditors  within  the  meaning  of  the  adt ;  and  rn^nA 
all  remedies  thereby  given  to  judgment-creditors  are  in  like  manner 
given  to  persons  to  whom  any  moneys,  or  costs,  charges,  or  expenses  are 
by  such  orders  or  rules  respectively  directed  to  be  paid.  This  practice 
was  first  introduced  by  a  dictum  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  the 
case  of  Jones  v.  Williams ;  and  it  has  since  been  adopted  by  all  the 
courts,  and  may  now  be  considered  as  e8tablished.(a)  I  think,  however, 
that  this  summary  remedy, — or,  rather,  the  proceeding  that  leads  to  it, 
— ought  not  to  be  granted,  unless  the  party  against  whom  the  application 

(a)  Further  conBideraiion,  hoverer,  has  at  length  inclined  this  court  to  take  a  more  strict^  and 
probably  more  correct,  Yiew  of  the  statute,  and  to  throw  some  doabt  upon  this  **  eatablUhed  prac- 
tice:" for,  in  a  recent  ease  of  Creswick  r.  Harrison,  M.  T.  1850  (Nov.  22),  they  construed  the 
stataia  as  merely  intending  to  give  a  new  and  additional  force  to  snch  rules  and  orders  as  the 
eonrts  were  already  in  the  habit  of  granting,  but  not  to  authorise  them  to  make  rules  which  thoy 
nerer  thought  of  making  before. 
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is  made,  has  knowingly  refused  to  do  something  which  he  was  bonnd  by 
a  rule  of  court  to  do.  The  present  rule  calls  upon  Mr.  Lloyd  to  pay 
5122.  15^.,  which  it  is  said  he  has  been  directed  by  an  award  to  pay. 
Now,  I  think  that  both  principle  and  justice  require  that  a  man  should 
not  be  subjected  to  an  order  of  this  sort,  unless  it  is  made  to  appear 
that  he  has  wilfully  refused  to  do  what  the  award  requires  of  him,  with 
full  knowledge,  or  means  of  knowledge,  of  his  liability  to  do  it:  he 
cannot  be  said  to  have  wilfully  refused  to  perform  the  award,  unless  he 
has  had  due  notice  of  the  award  and  of  the  rule  of  court,  and  has  been 
properly  called  upon  to  perform  it.  There  is  but  one  known  and  esta- 
blished mode  of  giving  notice  of  the  award.  If  this  were  res  integroy  I 
should  say  the  good  sense  of  the  thing  requires  that  the  party  should  be 
*751  f^^s^^d  with  a  copy,  and  at  *the  same  time  be  shown  the  origi- 
■^  nal.  And  that  is  the  practice  in  all  cases.  In  The  Eang  v.  The 
Inhabitants  of  Alnwick,  where  the  question  was,  whether  an  order  of 
removal  of  a  pauper  had  been  well  served,  Abbott,  C.  J.,  says :  '^  The 
service,  in  order  to  be  valid,  must  be  either  by  delivery  of  the  order 
itself,  or  by  leaving  a  copy  of  the  order,  and  at  the  same  time  producing 
the  original."  In  order  to  constitute  a  proper  demand  of  a  sum  of 
money  under  an  award,  the  party  should  be  personally  served  with  a 
copy,  and  should  have  an  opportunity  of  satisfying  himself  at  the  time 
that  it  is  a  true  copy,  by  comparing  it  with  the  original.  Here,  the  copy 
was  delivered  on  the  21st  of  October,  no  offer  being  then  made  to  show 
the  original ;  two  days  afterwards,  when  the  money  was  demanded,  the 
original  was  for  the  first  timd  produced.  That  clearly  is  not  a  good 
service :  and  this  is  not  a  mere  technical  rule,  but  one  that  is  essential 
to  the  due  administration  of  justice.  I  think  the  party  has  not  had  that 
sort  of  notice  which  is  essential  to  found  a  summary  proceeding  of  this 
nature ;  and  therefore  I  agree  with  the  lord  chief  justice  that  this  rule 
should  be  discharged. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring, 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


*76]  *DuNN  V.  liOFTUS.    June  4. 

A  defendant,  who  after  Usne  joined  obtained  his  disoharire  under  the  insolrent  debton  aeti,  5  h 
6  Vict  c.  116,  and  7  A  8  Vict.  o.  96,  was  allowed  to  plead  such  discharge  |>ttM  darrein  etmtimt^ 
ance,  without  an  affidavit  (under  Reg.  Gen.  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4),  that  the  matter  of  the  plea 
arose  within  eight  days  next  before  the  pleading  thereof,— it  being  shown  that  the  omission  to 
plead  within  the  prescribed  time,  had  not  arisen  from  any  culpable  conduct  on  his  part,  and 
had  occasioned  no  disadvantage  to  the  plaintiff:  but  (Maulb,  J.,  dxMtnHentt)  the  court  allowed 
the  plaintiff  the  eosts  of  opposing  the  rule  for  that  purpose. 

Assumpsit  by  the  endorsee,  against  the  drawer  and  maker  respect- 
ively, of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  250/.,  and  a  promissory  note  for  SOW. 
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The  writ  of  summons  was  issued  on  tUe  14th  of  May,  1847.  The 
deelaration  was  deUyered  on  the  5th  of  June,  in  the  same  year.  The 
defendant  having  pleaded  several  pleiu,  issue  was  joined  on  the  10th  of 
June,  1848,  and  notice  of  trial  was  given  for  the  sittings  after  Trinity 
term  in  that  year,  but  was  afterwards  countermanded. 

On  the  14th  of  December,  1848,  the  defendant  filed  a  petition  for 
relief  under  the  insolvent  debtors  acts,  5  &;  6  Vict.  c.  116,  and  7  k  8. Vict, 
e.  96,  the  plaintiff's  claim  being  inserted  in  his  schedule  as  disputed. 
*  On  the  9th  of  March,  1849,  the  defendant  was  adjudged  entitled  to 
his  discharge.  The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  was  on  that  occasion  investi- 
gated before  the  commissioner,  who  decided  that  it  was  unfounded,  the 
securities  having  been  satisfied  in  1844. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  defendant,  under  an  impression  that 
the  plaintiff  would  not  further  proceed  with  the  action,(a)  omitted  to 
plead  his  discharge  pui$  darrein  eantinuanee  within  the  time  prescribed 
by  the  rule  of  court.  The  plaintiff,  however,  having,  on  the  *10th .  p^.*.. 
of  May  last,  given  a  fresh  notice  of  trial  for  the  first  sitting  in  the 
present  term,  a  summons  was  taken  out  before  Goltman,  J.,  at  cham* 
bers,  on  the  18th,  for  leave  to  plead  the  discharge  puii  darrein  €<mtinu- 
anee,  without  an  aflidarit  that  the  matter  of  the  plea  arose  within  eight 
days  next  before  the  pleading  there6f.(i)  The  learned  judge  at  the 
hearing,  on  the  2l8t,  declined  to  make  the  order.  The  defendant,  on 
the  22d  of  May,  made  the  cause  a  special  jury  4»use,  and,  on  the  28d, 

<7.  S.  JEvans  obtained  a  rule  nisi  in  the  terms  of  the  summons.  He 
cited  Kibblewhite  v.  Reynolds,  7  Scott,  282,  where  the  court  permitted 
one  of  two  defendants  to  plead  his  bankruptcy  and  certificate  puii  darrein 
eantinuanee^  without  the  affidavit  required  by  the  rule  of  court, — ^it 
appearing  that  the  defendants  had  had  reason  to  believe  that  the  action 
would  not  be  proceeded  with ;  and  this,  although  it  did  not  appear  whe- 
ther or  not  the  demand  in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought,  was 
provable  xmder  the  j£a^. 

Peacock  now  showed  cause.  In  Snarp  v.  D'Almaine,  8  Dowl.  P.  C. 
664,  it  was  held,  that,  if  a  defendant  is  guilty  of  unreasonable  delay  in 
availing  himself  of  his  certificate,  in  an  action  for  a  debt  barred  by  the 
certifieate,  the  *court  will  not  relieve  him.  There,  an  action  p^i^o 
on  an  annuity  deed  was  commenced  against  the  defendant  in  May, 
1839.  A.  fiat  issued  against  him  in  June  in  that  year,  and  he  obtained 
his  certificate  in  December.    In  July,  he  pleaded  nan  ewt  factum.    In 

(a)  There  were  contradictory  statements  in  the  affidayitSy  as  to  the  purport  and  effect  of  eoB- 
Tersations  between  the  managing  derks  of  the  respectiTO  attorneys. 

(b)  Under  the  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4, 1.  %,  which  provides,  "that,  in  aU  eases  in  which  a 
plea  j»ui«  darrein  eontinuanee  is  now  by  law  pleadable  in  bane,  or  at  nisi  prins,  the  same  defence 
may  be  pleaded,  with  an  allegation  that  the  matter  arose  after  the  last  pleading,  or  the  issuing 
of  the  July  process,  as  the  case  may  be :  provided  also,  that  no  such  plea  shall  be  allowed,  unless 
aeeompaaied  by  an  affidavit  that  the  matter  thereof  arose  within  eif^t  days  next  before  the 
pleading  of  such  plea,  or  unless  the  court  or  a  Judge  shall  otherwise  order."  See  Powell  v.  Than- 
ean,*^  5  Dowl.  P.  0.  550. 

VOL.  vm. — 8 
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January  follaving,  he  apfdied  to  a  jndge  to  be  allowed  to  plead  his  cer- 
tificate pui$  darrein  eantinuanetj  and  was  refosed*  In  March,  he  made 
another  nnsaoeeesfnl  application  at  chambers.  The  plaintiff  obtained  % 
Terdict  at  the  next  assises,  and  afterwards  signed  judgment.  The 
defendant  applied  to  tiie  conrt  to  stay  proceedings,  pnrsnant  to  the  6  CL 
4/c.  16,  s.  121,  and  the  application  was  rrfused.  CoLESineB,  J.,  diere 
says :  ^^  When  the  statute  says  that  the  bankrupt  shall  be  discharged,  it 
must  mean  discharged  according  to  some  regular  course  known  in  the 
practice  of  the  courts;  the  court  in  which  the  application  is  made,  is  to 
intervene,  and  the  party  seeking  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  proyisioftt 
must  take  the  necessary  steps  at  the  proper  time.  If  this  be  not  held 
to,  the  consequence  might  be,  that  a  bankrupt,  obtaining  his  certificate 
before  any  plea  pleaded,  might  first  plead  only  to  the  merits,  and,  fSuKng 
m  this,  might  at  any  later  stage  apply  for  the  sununary  interference  of 
the  court.  This  point  was  not  made  in  either  of  the  cases  cited  aboTO  ;(«i) 
nor  b  it  dear,  according  to  the  £Mts  stated,  diat  it  could  haye  been  in 
either:  but  all  legal  analogy  shows  that  such  a  course  could  not  be 
allowed.  This  view  of  the  case  proves  what  at  first  sight  did  not  appear 
— ^the  correctness  of  the  answer  of  the  lord  chief  justice  at  chambers^ 
that  this,  in  truth,  was  substantially  the  same  application  which  wee 
made  to  my  brother  Patibson  :  though  varied  in  phrase,  it  is  really  an 
^jQ^  attempt  to  get  over  die  conseqnenoes  of  the  ^defendant's  own 
-*  laches,  and  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  statute  at  a  later  stage,  and 
in  a  summary  manner,  whidi  in  an  earlier  stage  the  defendant.  m%ht 
have  had  by  a  regular  plea,  to  be  tried  as  to  the  fiftcts  before  a  jmry.  I 
think,  upon  this  ground,  the  rule  ou^  to  be  discharged."  Here,  the 
defendant's  conduct  tfaronghout  has  been  so  vexatious  that  he  is  not  enti- 
tled to  ask  any  indulgence  at  the  hands  of  ihe  court.(i)  The  plaintiff 
has  no  daim  muder  the  insolvency,  her  claim  having  been  disallowed  by 
the  commissioner,  whose  decimon  she  has  no  means  of  reviewing. 
[Wilde,  0.  J.  Is  the  adjudication  a  bar  to  the. action?]  If  pleaded,  it 
undoubtedly  is.  If  liie  defendant's  case  is  a  true  one,  he  has  a  good 
defence  to  the  action,  independently  of  the  discharge  under  the  insolvent 
debtors,  acta ;  and  no  injustice  will  be  done  by  dbcharging  this  rule. 
.    JSititfiu,  in  support  of  his  rule,  reHed  on  Eibblewhite  v.  Reynolds. 

WiLDB,  0.  J.  The  ground  of  this  application  is,  that  it  was  thought 
^necessary  to  plead  the  plea  now  sought  to  be  put  upon  the  record,  at 
ihe  time  required  by  the  nde  of  court,  the  defen<huit's  attorneys  conceive 
ing  that  the  plaintiff  would  not,  under  the  circumstances,  further  proceed 
with  the  action,  seeing  that  the  defendant's  discharge  under  the  acts  for 
the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  was  a  complete  bar.  No  suggestion  is 
even  now  offered  to  the  court  that  such  discharge  would  not  so  operate. 

(a)  DaiHs  v.  Shapley,  1  B.  ^  Ad.  54,  and  Sadler  •.  deainer,  7  Btttgh.  769,  5  M.  A  P.  TSS. 

(6)  The  afldaWli  tn  (^position  to  the  rule  showed  that  the  plaintiff  had  heen  pot  to  eontider- 
alfle  ezpenfe  in  getting  rid  of  an  injunction  to  ftay  proeeodinge  in  the  aotion,— defSmdaat^  bill 
haTlng  been  diaoiimed  wiUi  coatip  which  oosti  had  aorer  been  paid  bj  him. 
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The  only  doubt  ou  my  xoind  has  been  whetiker  the  case  of  Sharp  if. 
B'Almaine  is  an  '^'authoritj  to  show  that  the  court  will  in  such  a  r-^^^^ 
sase  confine  its  attention  to  the  strict  rights  of  the  parties,  or  ^ 
whether  it  is  proper  to  consider  in  each  ease  whether  the  conduct  of  the 
defendant  has  been  such  as  to  deprive  him  of  whut  is  in  one  sense  an 
indulgence.  I  have  looked  attentively  at  the  case ;  and  I  must  confess 
that  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  an  authority  at  all.  My  brother 
Pattbson  at  first  refused  the  application  at  chambers ;  and,  when  the 
parties  afterwards  went  before  chief  justice  Tindal,  he  ^e^ted  it  as  an 
appeal  from  a  single  judge  to  a  single  judge,  and  on  that  ground  declined 
to  interfere :  but  he  added  an  expression  of  opinion  that  the  conduct  of 
the  defendant  bad  been  vexatious  towards  the  plaintiff.  Now,  I  cannot 
treat  that  as  an  authority,  that,  if  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  had  been 
vexatious,  that  would  have  been  ground  ^tiough  for  refusing  to  allow  him 
to  avail  himself  of  the  proposed  defence.  If  the  party  couies  t^  the 
court  and  shows  that  his  omission  to  plead  within  the  proper  time  was 
not  the  result  of  any  culpable  conduct  on  his  part,  and  has  occasioned 
no  disadvantage  to  the  plaintiff,  I  apprehend  he'  is  entitled  to  be  let  in. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  defendant  in  this  case  had  reascmable  cause  for 
not  pleading  his  discharge  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  rule  of  court. 
It  would  have  been  useless  for  the  plaintiff  to  go  on  with  the  action,  see- 
ing that  there  was  a  complete  answer.  For  these  reasons,  I  think  suffi- 
cient cause  has  not  been  shown  against  this  rule,  and  consequently  that 
it  must  be  made  absolute. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurred. 

Peacock^  for  the  plaintiff,  submitted,  that,  under  the  circumstances, 
the  rule  ought  only  to  be  made  absolute  upon  payment  of  costs. 

"^ Wilds,  C.  J.  I  am  inclined  to  think  it  reasonable  that  the  rule  p^^^ 
should  be  made  absolute  only  upon  the  terms  of  the  defendant  '- 
paying  the  costs.  The  party  has  a  certain  time  within  which  to  plead, 
as  of  right.  It  is  discretionary  with  the  court  to  allow  him  to  plead  after 
that  time,  upon  proper  grounds  being  laid  for  it.  But  the  plaintiff  has  a 
right  to  come  and  contest  the  defendant's  reasons  for  not  pleading  ac- 
cording to  the  strict  course  and  practice  of  the  court,  and  to  take  the 
opinion  of  the  court  thereon.  Here,  the  parties  differed  as  to  whether  or 
not  certain  conversations  took  place  between  the  managing  clerks  of  the 
respective  attorneys,  and  as  to  what  would  be  the  effect  of  such  conver- 
sstions,  with  reference  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  defendant's  excuse.  Be- 
sides, the  plaintiff  might  assume,  from  the  dictum  of  Tindal,  G.  J.,  in 
tbe  case  referred  to,  that  it  was  competent  to  her  to  be  heard  upon  that 
aobject.  I  think  she  had  a  right  to  be  heard :  and  I  know  of  no  case  in 
which,  a  certain  time  being  limited  for  an  act  to  be  done,  and  the  court 
having  a  discretion  as  to  allowing  it  to  be  done  afterwards,  the  party 
earning  to  oppose  the  grant  of  such  indulgence  is  not  allowed  his  costs. 
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I  therefore  think  this  role  should  be  made  absolute,  but  upon  payment 

of  eostff. 

GoLTMANy  J.  I  also  think  the  defendant  must  pay  the  penalty  of  his 
omission  to  avail  himself  at  the  proper  time  of  the  defence  he  now  pro- 
poses to  place  upon  the  record.  The  party  who  has  by  his  neglect 
caused  the  waste  of  money,  should  be  made  to  bear  the  loss. 

Maulb,  J.  I  agree  that  the  person  who  has  caused  the  waste  of 
money,  should  bear  the  loss  of  it.  But  in  this  case  I  think  it  is  the 
plaintiff,  and  not  the  defendant,  who  has  occasioned  unnecessary  and 
useless  expense.  The  plaintiff's  claim  has  already  been  inquired 
*into  before  a  competent  tribunal,  and  has  been  negatired.  The 
J  defendant,  therefore,  had  a  right  to  anticipate,  and  did  anticipate, 
that  the  plaintiff  would  not  further  proceed  with  the  action.  A  man  may 
very  reasonably  presume  that  another  will  do  that  which  it  is  his  interest 
as  well  as  his  duty  to  do.  I  therefore  think  it  was  a  perfectly  correct 
course  for  the  defendant  to  abstain  from  incurring  the  expense  of  plead- 
ing his  discharge  puis  darrein  continuance^  within  the  eight  days  required 
by  the  rule'  of  court.  The  decision,  however,  to  which  the  court  is  now 
about  to  come,  will  make  it  necessary  for  a  prudent  man  in  all  such  cases 
to  incur  that  expense.  It  is  said  to  be  an  invariable  rule,  that,  if  a  time 
is  limited  for  taking  a  step,  and  the  court  in  its  discretion  sees  fit  to 
permit  it  to  be  taken  at  a  later  period,  the  indulgence  is  only  granted  on 
payment  of  costs  by  the  party  applying  for  it.  But  I  am  not  aware  of 
the  existence  of  any  such  general  rule :  and,  if  there  be  any  such,  I 
cannot  think  this  case  falls  within  it.  Continuances  being  abolished,  or 
nearly  so,  it  became  necessary  to  provide  for  pleading  puis  darrein  con- 
tinuance. The  rule  of  court  requires  that  such  a  plea  shall  be  accom- 
panied by  an  affidavit  that  the  matter  thereof  arose  within  eight  days 
next  before  the  pleading  of  such  plea,  unless  the  court  or  a  judge  shall 
otherwise  order.  That  does  not  give  the  court  or  the  judge  any  original 
power  to  allow  the  plea :  but,  if  an  order  of  the  court  or  of  a  judge  is 
obtained  for  the  purpose,  it  is  not  the  allowance  of  a  favour,  but  a  matter 
of  right.  It  seems  to  me,  that,  where  the  matter  to  be  pleaded  affords 
an  unquestionable  answer  to  the  action,  it  is  the  defendant's  duty  to 
obtain  an  order  for  the  plea  only  if  he  finds  the  plaintiff  is  going  on. 
And  in  this  he  is  not  asking  anything  in  the  nature  of  a  favour  or  indul- 
gence ;  he  places  himself  in  the  situation  of  a  person  seeking  to  enforce 
^^^-  a  right, — ^to  avail  himself  of  *a  perfectly  legal  defence,  to  which 
J  he  is  driven  by  the  conduct  of  the  opposite  party.  I  think  the 
defendant  here  was  quite  in  time,  and  that,  if  the  plaintiff  chose  to  come 
and  oppose  an  undeniable  right,  she  ought  not  to  call  upon  the  defendant 
to  pay  her  costs.  I  think  the  costs  of  this  rule  should,  like  the  costs  of 
an  order  for  time  to  plead,  and  the  like,  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Grbsswbll,  J.  I  think  this  is,  in  substance,  an  application  to  the 
indulgence  of  the  court,* to  relieve  the  defendant  from  the  consequence  of 
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hiB  omission  to  plead  in  proper  time,  and  therefore  that  the  defendant 
shoold  pay  the  costs.  Rule  absolute,  on  payment  of  costs* 


The  master,  in  taxing  the  plaintiff's  costs,  upon  the  rule,  allowed  only 
the  costs  of  opposing  the  motion. 

June  11.  Peacock  moved  for  a  rule  to  show  cause  irhy  the  master 
should  not  review  the  taxation.  It  appeared,  that,  after  Coltman,  J., 
had  refosed  to  maJce  any  order  upon  the  summons  of  the  18th  of  May 
last,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  prepared  and  delivered  briefs  on  the  issues 
as  they  then  stood.  It  was  therefore  submitted,  that,  inasmuch  as,  in 
consequence  of  the  new  plea  allowed  to  be  pleaded,  the  briefs  would 
require  to  be  altered,  the  costs  of  preparing  those  briefs  should  have  been 
allowed  as  part  of  the  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  the  rule.  [Maule,  J. 
The  plea  is  a  plea  in  discharge.  Does  the  plaintiff  mean  to  go  to  trial  ?3 
Yes.  [Maule,  J.  Then,  I  do  not  think  the  costs  now  asked  for  should 
•)e  given.] 

Per  Ourianij  Rule  refused. 


*Ca&pbntbb  and  Another  v.  Hall.    June  2.  [*84 

ObtainiDg  time  to  plead  (without  M17  order  or  eoiifleiit-raiiimoiis)  is  a  wairer  of  taxj  irregularity 

in  the  role  to  plead. 

Thb  declaration  in  this  cause  was  delivered  on  the  9th  of  May,  with  a 
rule  to  plead  intituled  ^^  Carpenter  r.  Hall."  On  the  14th, — ^the  day  on 
which  the  rule  to  plead,  if  correct,  would  have  expired, — ^the  defendant 
obtained  from  the  plaintiff's  attorney  two  days'  fiirther  time  to  plead ; 
and,  on  the  17th,  no  plea  having  been  delivered,  judgment  was  signed, 
and  execution  issued,  and  a  levy  under  it  made  on  the  2l8t.  On  the 
2Sd, 

Parry  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  and  all  subse- 
quent proceedings,  for  irregularity.  The  affidavit  upon  which  the  rule 
was  obtained,  stated,  that  the  declaration  was  filed  on  the  9th  of  May, 
1849,  and  that  judgment  was  signed  on  the  17th,  as  for  want  of  a  plea ; 
that  there  had  been  no  rule  to  plead  given  in  the  cause,  nor  had  there 
been  any  order  for  time,  or  other  proceeding  in  the  cause  which  would 
render  the  giving  a  rule  to  plead  unnecessary ;  but  that,  upon  searching 
the  files  of  the  court,  the  deponent  found,  that,  on  the  said  9th  of  May, 
a  rule  to  plead  was  given  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  in  a  cause  of  ^^  Car- 
penter v.  Hall ;"  and  that  the  defendant  had  a  good  defence  to  the  action 
upon  the  merits.  The  case  of  Wame  v.  Beresford,  4  DowL  P.  0.  861, 
was  cited* 

F 
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BylM,  Serjt.)  now  Bhowed  cause.  There  hius  been  tu>  irregnfaurityt 
and,  if  there  has  been,  it  has  been  waived  by  the  act  of  the  defendant  in 
*9<K\  ^^^^^g  ft  ^consent  to  farther  time  to  plead,  and  by  the  delay  in 

-'  coming  to  the  court.  The  irregularity  complained  of  is,  that  judg- 
ment was  signed  without  a  rule  to  plead, — ^the  entry  in  the  rule  book 
being  '^  Carpenter  t^.  Hall,"  instead  of  ^^  Carpenter  and  Another  i^.  HaU." 
In  Christie  v.  Walker,  1  Bingh.  187,  7  J.  B.  Moore,  699,  where  the 
plaintiJBf  had  signed  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea,  because  the  rule  to 
plead  several  matters  was  erroneously  intituled  ^^Christie  v.  Walker,^ 
instead  of  '^  Christie  v.  Walker  and  Another,"  l^e  court  set  aside  the 
judgment  without  co9tSj  it  being  sworn  that  the  pleas  were  true,  and 
tiiat  the  defendant  had  a  good  defence.  Davies  v.  Edmeades,  1  Bowl. 
N.  S.  428,  comes  very  near  to  this  case :  there,  the  rules  to  plead  in  two 
separate  actions,  being  intituled  ^^  Davies  v.  Tidmarsh,"  and  ^^  Same  v. 
Edmeades,"  it  was  urged  that  there  was  no  such  cause  as  '^  Same  v* 
Edmeades ;"  but  the  court  held  it  to  be  no  irregularity,  there  being  no 
affidavit  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  he  had  been  misled.  There 
is  no  suggestion  here  that  the  defendant  was  misled. 

Assuming  this  to  have  been  an  irregularity,  the  defendant  was  bound 
to  complain  of  it  promptly.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  What  amounts  to  a  waiver 
ef  an  irregularity  in  a  rule  to  plead  ?  Is  taking  out  a  summons  for  time 
to  plead,  a  waiver  ?  Or,  is  simply  asking  for  time,  a  waiver  ?]  Taking 
out  a  summons  for  time,  is  a  waiver :  Nugee  v.  M'DoneU,  3  Dowl.  P.  C. 
579 ;  Bolton  v.  Manning,  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  760 :  and  so,  it  is  submitted,  is 
asking  for,  and  obtaining  time.  [Cbesswell,  J.  In  Nias  v.  Spratley, 
4  B.  &  0.  886,  6  D.  &  R.  890,  it  was  held,  that,  after  a  judge's  order 
making  it  imperative  for  a  defendant  to  plead  within  a  given  time,  and 
*fifn  ^^  P^^^  being  pleaded  within  that  time,  the  plaintiff  may  sign  ^judg^- 
•■  ment  without  giving  a  rule  to  plead.]  The  defendant  was  bound 
to  come  promptly  after  the  irregularity  complained  of  was  committed : 
and  he  must  be  assumed  to  have  known  of  it ;  or,  at  all  events,  it  lay 
on  him  to  show  that  he  did  not.  In  Archbold's  Practice,  8th  edit.,  by 
Chitty,  p.  1278,  it  is  said:  ^^It  rests  upon  the  party  complaining  of  the 
irregularity  to  show  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  it :  Anderdon  v.  The 
Earl  of  Stirling,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  267 ;  Herbert  r.  Darley,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  726. 
And  it  would  seem  to  follow  from  one  case,  that,  at  least  where  the  irregu- 
larity is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  proceeding,  the  applicant  is  bound 
to  come  promptly  after  he  knows  of  the  proceeding j  and  not  merely  after 
he  knows  of  the  irregularity  itself:"  Esdaile  v.  Davis,  6  Dowl.  P.  C. 
465 ;  Tarber  v.  French,  5  N.  &  M.  668.  [Maulb,  J.  Having  the 
declaration,  or  the  notice  of  it,  the  presumption  is  that  the  defendant 
knows  of  the  irregularity.] 

Parrt/y  in  support  of  the  rule.  This  clearly  was  not  a  jrule  to  plead 
in  the  cause.  In  Wame  v.  Beresford,  it  was  distiuctly  held  that  a  rule 
to  plead  in  a  wrong  name,  is  a  nullity.    If  an  order  had  been  obtained 
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for  time  to  plead,  or  even  a  consent  endorsed  upon  a  summons,  it  may  be 
eonoeded  that  the  irregularity  would  have  been  waived.  But  nothing 
of  the  sort  has  oocnrred  here.  In  no  case  has  it  been  held  that  the  mere 
a$king  for  time,  waives  an  irregnlarity  of  this  kind :  nothing  less  than  a 
Step  which  puts  the  opposite  party  to  expense,  has  ever  been  held  to  have 
that  effect.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  That  is  not  so :  agreements  of  parties  have 
been  held,  over  and  over  again,  to  operate  as  a  waiver  of  irregularities.] 
There  must  be  an  act  done.  [Maulb,  J.  The  defendant  has  obtained 
all  the  advantage  he  would  have  obtained  from  a  judge's  order,  or  an 
endorsement  *on  a  summons.]  Possibly  he  may,  but  the  plaintiff  .^^^ 
was  not  bound  to  give  it.(a)  •-     ' 

WiLBB,  G.  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  thb  case  falls  within  a  very  ordi- 
nary rule.  The  defendant  asks  us  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  on  the 
ground  that  there  has  been  no  rule  to  plead.  The  plaintiff's  answer  to 
that,  in  effect,  is,  ^'I  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  take  steps  to  compel 
the  defendant  to  do  that  which  he  agreed  to  do."  The  affidavit  upon 
which  the  motion  is  founded  is  made  by  a  person  who  is  perfectly  well 
aware  of  the  answer  that  might  be  expected.  He  says  that  ^^  there  hath 
been  no  rule  to  plead  gi^n  in  this  cause,  nor  hath  there  been  any  order  for 
time,  or  oth^  proceeding  in  this  cause  which  would  render  the  giving  a 
rule  to  plead  unnecessary  ^^ — a  very  unusual  clause  to  find  in  an  affidavit 
of  this  kind.  The  defendant  appUed  for  and  obtained  the  assent  of  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  to  his  having  two  days'  further  time  to  plead.  He 
has  had  all  the  benefit  that  was  contemplated.  Hie  effect  of  that  agree- 
ment, I  think,  was,  to  waive  any  previous  irregularity  in  the  rule  to 
plead.  Irregularities  in  process  are  constantly  waived  by  agreement  of 
the  parties.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  this  judgment  was  per- 
fectly regular,  notwithstanding  there  was  no  rule  to  plead.  And,  coming, 
as  he  does,  to  set  aside  the  proceedings,  against  good  faith,  I  think  the 
rule  should  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Parry  proposing, — ^merits  being  swom  to, — ^to  bring  the  money  into 
court  within  a  we^,  and  pay  the  costs,  the  court  on  those  terms  made 
Ae  Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

(a)  **AAing  fbr  time,  is  m  admisrioa  fliAt  the  pUintUT  ii  in  a  situation  to  go  on ;  bnt  I  do  not 
icnow  that  it  is  an  admlssioti  that  the  step  was  regular."  Per  PAkm,  J.,  AnoDTmoii^  1  DowL  P. 
C.  23.  It  iesBis,  rglbM  «»  MSiMit  to  tiie  fttrther  progress  of  the  oaoso;  whether  the  step  W0 
trregolar  or  not 


♦GREENE  V.  REECE.    June  19.  C*88 

The  26<h  seotion  of  the  e  A  r  Vict  o.  73,  only  disables  an  uncertificated  attorney  froto  suing  for 
fees,  vewmtds,  or  disbursements  for  any  business,  matter,  or  thing  done  by  him  as  an  attorney 
or  solicitor  in  mmnmrit  orproeeeding  in  mte  of  the  ooicrto  mentioned  in  the  acL 

Assumpsit.    The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  was  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  400?.,  for  the  work  and  labour,  care,  dili- 
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gence,  journeys,  and  attendances  of  the  plaintiff,  before  then  done,  per* 
formed,  and  bestowed  by  the  plaintiff  as  the  attorney  and  solicitor  ,of  and 
for  the  defendant,  and  otherwise  for  the  defendant,  on  his  retainer,  and 
at  his  request,  and  for  fees  due  and  of  right  payable  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  thereof,  and  for  materials  and  necessary  things 
by  the  plaintiff  provided  in  and  about  the  said  work  and  labour,  for  the 
defendant,  and  at  his  request ;  and  for  money  lent,  &c. ;  and  for  money 
had  and  received,  &c. 

There  was  a  second  count,  for  money  found  due  upon  an  account 
stated.(a) 

The  defendant  pleaded,  amongst  other  pleas, — fourthly,  as  to  the  sum 
of  63/.  8««  6(2.,  parcel  of  the  said  sum  of  4002.  in  the  first  count  men- 
tioned, that  the  said  debt  or  sum  of  6SZ.  8«.  6<2.,  parcel,  &;c.,  was  and  is 
composed,  and  consists,  of  certain  fees,  rewards,  and  disbursements 
alleged  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff  for  and  in  respect  of  business,  matters, 
and  things  done  in  England  by  him,  the  plaintiff,  as  an  attorney  and 
^^Q-  solicitor  for  him,  the  defendant,  after  the  passing  of  the  *said  act 
-I  of  parliament(()  relating  to  attorneys  and  solicitors  practising  in 
England  and  Wales;  that  the  plaintiff  had  not,  at  the  times  when  the 
said  business,  matters,  and  things  were  done  by  him  as  such  attorney 
and  solicitor  ob  aforemid^  or  at  any  or  either  of  such  times,  obtained  a 
stamped  certificate  authorizing  him  to  practise  as  such  attorney  or  soli- 
citor, which  was  then  in  force ;  and  that  the  said  business,  matters,  and 
things,  and  each  and  every  of  them,  were  and  was  done  while  the  plain- 
tiff was  without  such  certificate  as  last  aforesaid, — verification. 

To  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  assigning  the  following 
causes, — That  it  was  not  alleged  in,  nor  did  it  appear  from,  the  plea, 
that  the  said  business,  matters,  and  things  therein  mentioned  were  done 
by  the  plaintiff  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor  in  or  relating  to  the  suing,  pro- 
secuting, defending,  or  carrying  on  of  any  action  or  suit,  or  other  pro- 
cee^g  or  proceedings,  in  any  court  whatsoever; — that,  although  the 
first  count  related,  not  only  to  the  work  and  labour,  care,  diligence,  jour- 
neys, and  attendances  of  the  plaintiff,  done,  performed,  and  bestowed  by 
the  plaintiff  as  an  attorney  and  solicitor,  but  also  to  work  and  labour, 
care,  diligence,  journeys,  and  attendances  done,  performed,  and  bestowed 
by  the  plaintiff  otherwise  than  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  the  said  plea 
was  pleaded  generally  as  to  the  sum  of  632.  8«.  6(2.,  parcel  of  the  sum  of 
money  in  the  said  &rst  count  mentioned,  without  any  limitation  of  the 
said  fourth  plea  to  such  of  the  said  work  and  labour,  care,  diligence, 
journeys,  and  attendances  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  as  were  done, 

(a)  The  partionlan  of  demand,  which  were  annexed  to  the  paper-book,  ehumed  S70t  0«.  2dL 
*'for  wo^  done  during  the  years  1847  and  1848,  by  the  plaintiff,  as  an  attorney,  solicitor,  and 
otherwise,  materials  provided,  money  paid,  Ac,  the  full  particulars  whereof  were  contained  in  a 
signed  bill  of  coats  delivered  to  the  defendant  on  the  6th  of  September,  1848,"  and  672.  for  money 
paid  to  the  defendant  or  at  his  request 

(&)  6  A  7  Vict  e.  78,  referred  to  in  a  preceding  plea. 
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performed,  and  bestowed  by  the  pkintiff  as  an  attorney  and  solieitor,  and 
not  otherwise ; — and  that,  although  the  first  count  incladed  causes  of 
action  for  '''money  lent  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  for  p^q^ 
money  receiYed  by  the  defendant  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  as  to 
which  causes  of  action  the  plea  could  be  no  answer,  the  said  plea  was 
pleaded  generally  as  to  the  said  sum  of  6SZ.  S$.  QcLj  parcel,  &c.,  without 
excepting  or  excluding  from  the  application  of  the  said  fourth  plea  such 
last-mentioned  causes  of  action,  &c. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Taffourdj  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  main  objection  to 
die  plea  is,  that  it  does  not  show  that  the  work  and  labour  was  done  by 
the  plaintiff  as  attorney  or  solicitor  in  the  conduct  of  any  proceeding  at 
law  or  in  equity :  it  merely  alleges  that  the  debt  as  to  which  the  plea  is 
pleaded,  consists  of  fees,  rewards,  and  disbursements  alleged  to  be  due  to 
die  plaintiff  for  and  in  respect  of  business  done  by  him  as  an  attorney 
and  solicitor  for  the  defendant,  after  the  passing  of  the  6  &;  7  Vict.  o. 
78,  and  that,  at  the  time  the  said  business  was  so  done,  the  plaintiff  was 
uncertificated.  The  defence  is  founded  upon  the  27th  section  of  the  sta- 
tute, which  enacts  ^^  that  no  person  who,  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  shall 
sue,  prosecute,  defend,  or  carry  on  any  action  or  suit  or  any  proceedings 
in  any  of  the  courts  afore8aid,(a)  without  having  preyiously  obtained  a 
stamped  certificate  which  shall  be  then  in  force,  shall  be  capable  of  main- 
taining any  action  or  suit  at  law  or  in  equity  for  the  recovery  of  any  fee, 
reward,  or  disbursement  for  or  in  respect  of  any  business,  matter,  or 
thing  done  by  him  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor  as  i^oresaid  whilst  he  shall 
have  been  without  such  certificate  as  last  aforesaid."  This  question  has 
already  been  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  a  case  of  Richards 
V.  Lord  SufSeld,  2  Exch.  616,  where  it  was  held  that  the  26th 
^section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  only  disables  an  uncertificated  ^^^^ 
attorney  from  suing  for  fees,  rewards,  or  disbursements  for  any  j- 
business,  matter,  or  thing  done  by  him  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor  in 
some  suit  or  proceeding  in  one  of  the  courts  mentioned  in  the  act,  and 
not  for  business  done  which  had  no  reference  to  such  suits  or  proceed- 
ings. Parke,  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  said :  ^^  The 
question  is,  what  meaning  we  are  to  attribute  to  the  words  of  reference 
in  the  expression  ^  as  an  attorney  as  aforesaid.*  We  think  they  must 
necessarily  refer  either  to  an  attorney  or  solicitor  acting  as  described  in 
the  commencement  of  that  section,  or  to  the  previous  description  of  an 
attorney  and  solicitor  in  the  2d  section ;  and,  in  the  former  case,  the 
disability  will  be  confined  to  suits  for  fees,  &c.,  due  for  business  done  as 
an  attorney,  in  suing,  prosecuting,  defending,  or  carrying  on  any  action 
or  suit,  or  any  proceedings,  in  any  of  the  courts  aforesaid ;  in  the  latter, 
for  fees  due  to  an  attorney,  &c.,  acting  as  such  in  suing  out  any  writ  or 
process,  or  commencing,  carrying  on,  soliciting,  or  defending  any  action, 

(a)  Th«  BviMrior  oonrts  of  coniinoii  Uw  and  •q«ilgr. 
VOL.  VIII. — 9  f2 
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mitt,  or  other  proceeding  in  the  name  of  any  other  person,  or  in  hia  own 
naine,  in  any  of  the  courts  mentioned  in  the  2d  section,  including  pro- 
ceedings before  one  or  more  justices ;  so  that  it  really  makes  no  difference 
whether  the  words  ^  as  aforesaid'  relate  either  to  the  beginning  of  the 
26th  section  or  to  the  2d.  To  one  or  the  other  they  certainly  do  refer ; 
andj'in  either^  the  disability  to  sue  is  confined  to  fees,  &;c.,  connected 
with  a  suit  It  was,  however,  argued  that  the  difference  of  the  language 
of  the  legislature,  in  the  85th  and  36th  sections,  from  that  in  the  26th, 
indicated  a  different  intention  in  the  legislature.  It  appears  to  us  that 
the  words  of  reference  ^  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor  as  aforesaid,'  confine 
the  liability  to  the  same  class  of  fees,  rewards,  and  disbursements  as  those 
♦091  pointed ^out  expressly  in  the  85th  and'86th  sections.  This  being 
^  so,  the  plea  is,  in  our  opinion,  defective,  in  not  averring  that  the 
fees,  &;c.,  were  due  to  the  plaintiff  as  an  attorney,  in  prosecuting  or 
defending  a  suit  or  proceeding  in  a  court ;  they  are  not  even  stated  to 
be  due  to  him  as  an  aUomey-'airlaw^  and  they  might  be  payable  to  him 
as  an  attorney  acting  before  arbitrators  or  a  compensation  jury,  or 
transacting  business  under  a  power  of  attorney  for  the  defendant."  It 
is  impossible  to  distinguish  that  case  from  the  present.  A  party  may 
be  the  attorney  of  another,  without  being  an  officer  of  any  court. 

J.  Brawnj  contrft,  prayed  leave  to  amend;  which  was  granted,  upon 
the  usual  terms.  Rule  accordingly. 


ELIZABETH    DAKIN,    Administratrix    of    WILLIAM    DAKIN, 
deceased,  v.  BROWN  and  MUNT.    June  19. 

lo  COM  against  anglneen  for  so  negligently  oonstnioting  and  erecting  a  macEine,  that  it  exploded, 
nnd  killed  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendants  pleaded,  that,  at  tho  time  of  the  acci- 
dent, the  machine  was  unlit  for  nse,  by  reason  of  the  dampness  of  tho  briek-work  in  which  it 
was  set;  that  thej  so  informed  the  deceased,  and  cautioned  him  not  to  use  it;  and  that,  bj 
reason  of  the  premises,  the  macUne  exploded,  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,— eondnding 
with  a  Teriflcation : — 

Held,  that  the  pleft  did  not  present  a  confession  and  aroidaace  of  the  whole  eanse  of  action,  bat 
was  an  informal  traverse  of  a  part  only,  and  therefore  bad. 

Gasb.  The  declaration  stated  that  William  Dakin,  in  his  lifetime,  to  wit, 
on  the  17th  of  January,  1847,  retained  and  employed  the  defendants,  at 
their  request,  in  the  way  of  their  trade  and  business,  to  make  and  con- 
struct for  him  the  said  William  Dakin  a  certain  coffee^roasting  apparatus, 
^^g-  and  to  erect  and  afiix  the  *same  for  him  in  and  upon  certain  pre- 
J  mises  of  him  the  said  William  Dakin,  to  wit,  situate,  &c.,  for  the 
purpose  of  roasting  coffee  therewith,  for  certain  pecuniary  remuneration 
and  reward  to  be  therefore  paid  to  the  defendants  by  the  said  William 
Dakin ;  that  the  defendants  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid^ 
accepted  the  said  retainer  and  employment,  and  then  agreed  with  the 
86id  William  Dakin,  to  make  and  construct,  erect,  and  affix  the  said 
coffee-roasting  apparatus  for  the  purpose,  upon  the  terms,  and  in  the 
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manner  aforesaid ;  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  afora* 
aaid,  the  defendants  did,  in  pretended  pursuance  of  their  said  retainer 
and  employment,  and  in  pretended  performance  of  their  said  agreement, 
make  and  construct  a  certain  coffee-roasting  apparatus,  for  the  purpose 
of  roasting  coffee  therewith,  and  did  then  erect  and  affix  the  same  in  and 
npon  the  said  premises  of  the  said  William  Dakin  for  the  said  purpose:; 
nevertheless,  that  the  defendants,  disregarding  their  duty  in  and  about 
the  premises,  behaved  and  conducted  themselves  so  wrongfully,  negli- 
gently, carelessly,  and  improperly  in  and  about  the  said  making  and 
constructing,  erecting  and  affixing  of  the  last-mentioned  apparatus,  and 
made  and  constructed  the  same  of  such  bad,  insufficient,  and  improper 
materials,  and  in  so  bad,  improper,  and  unskilful  a  manner,  and  erected 
and  affixed  the  same  so  badly,  improperly,  and  unskilfully,  and  conducted 
themselves  with  such  gross  carelessness,  negligence,  and  want  of  skill, 
that,  by  and  through  the  defendant's  wrongful  acts,  neglect,  and  default, 
in  and  about  the  premises,  and  not  otherwise,  the  said  apparatus  so  made 
and  constructed,  erected,  and  affixed  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  was 
not  reasonably  fit  for  the  said  purpose  of  roasting  coffee,  therewith ;  but 
that,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  same  was  then,  by  and  through  the 
defendant's  said  wrongful  acts,  neglect,  and  default,  and  not  otherwise, 
'''wholly  unfit  and  improper  for  the  said  purpose;  and  that,  by  .^q. 
reason  thereof,  and  of  the  defendant's  said  wrongful  acts,  ne^^ect,  *- 
and  default,  and  of  the  said  bad  and  improper  making,  construction, 
erection,  and  affixing  of  the  said  apparatus,  and  not  otherwise,  the  said 
apparatus  afterwards,  and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  William  Dakin,  and 
wldlst  he  was  using  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  roasting  coffee  therewith, 
and  not  otherwise,  in  a  lawful,  proper,  and  reasonable  manner  in  that 
behalf,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  without  any  neglect  or 
default  of  the  said  William  Dakin,  exploded  and  was  shattered  and  blown 
to  pieces ;  and  that  thereby,  and  by  means  thereof,  and  not  otherwise, 
the  said  William  Dakin,  in  his  lifetime,  was  then  and  there,  and  within 
twelve  calendar  months  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  by  reason 
thereof,  and  not  otherwise,  killed :  To  the  damage,  &c. ;  and  thereupon 
the  plaintiff,  as  such  administratrix  as  aforesaid,  for  the  benefit  of  herself, 
the  wife  of  the  said  William  Dakin,  and  of  Mary  Dakin,  his  infant 
daughter,  of  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  and  of  Elizabeth  Emma  Dakin, 
Ids  infant  daughter,  of  the  age  of  ten  years,  according  to  the  fonn  of  the 
statute  in  such  ease  made  and  provided,  brought  her  suit,  fcc. — ^Profert 
of  letters  of  administration. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  amongst  other  pleas — fourthly,  that,  at  the 
said  time  of  the  said  using  by  the  said  William  Dakin  of  the  said  coffee- 
roasting  apparatus,  and  of  the  same  exploding  and  being  shattered  and 
blown  to  pieces  as  in  the  declaration  mei^tioned,  the. said  coffee-roasting 
apparatus  was  in  a  state  unfit  and  improper  and  unsafe  and  dangerous  to 
be  used  for  the  roasting  of  coffee,  by  reason  of  certain  brickwork  which 
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hftd  just  before  then  been  necessarilj  erected  for  and  in  and  abont  the 
fixing  of  the  said  coflFbe-roasting  apparatus,  bemg  then  in  a  wet  and  damp 
state  and  condition,  from  the  same  haying  been  then  so  recently  erected 
^  .  as  ^aforesaid,  and  from  a  sufficient  time  for  the  necessary  drying 
*  thereof  not  having  then  elapsed,  to  wit,  since  the  said  erecting 
thereof,— of  all  which  premises  in  that  plea  mentioned,  the  defendants, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  using  by  the  said  WOliam  Dakin  of 
the  said  coffee-roasting  apparatus,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  in  the 
declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  gave  notice  to  the  said  William 
Dakin,  and  just  before  the  said  time  of  his  said  using  of  the  said  coffee- 
roasting  apparatus,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  in  the  declaration  in  that 
behalf  mentioned,  informed  the  said  William  Dakin,  that,  for  the  cause 
aforesaid,  the  said  apparatus  then  was  not,  and  would  not  be,  fit  to  be 
used  on  that  day,  for  the  roasting  of  coffee,  and  requested  and  warned 
and  cautioned  the  said  William  Dakin  not  so  to  use  the  same ;  and  that, 
by  reason  of  the  same  premises,  the  said  coffee-roastiug  apparatus,  upon 
and  in  the  said  using  thereof  by  the  said  William  Dakin  as  aforesaid, 
exploded  and  was  shattered  and  blown  to  pieces,  as  in  the  declaration 
mentioned, — ^rerification. 

To  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  assigning  for  causes, 
amongst  others,  the  following, — Hat  the  plea  neither  properly  traversed, 
nor  confessed  and  avoided,  the  declaration,  or  any  of  the  matters  there- 
in ; — ^that,  as  a  traverse,  it  was  bad  for  argumentativeness,  inasmuch  as 
it  alleged  matter  which  might  be  inconsistent  with  the  plaintiff's  right 
of  action,  without  denying  in  direct  and  positive  terms  any  of  the 
material  allegations  of  the  declaration ;  and  that  it  was  also  bad,  as  a 
traverse,  for  concluding  with  a  verification ; — ^that  it  was  bad  as  in  con- 
fession and  avoidance,  for  not  giving  colour  to  the  plaintiff,  or  confessing 
any  primd  facie  or  colourable  right  in  her  to  maintain  the  action,  and 
also,  if  it  did  confess  any  colourable  right,  for  not  sufficiently  avoiding 
*961  ^^ ' — ^^^'  either  it  '^'admitted  negligence  in  the  defendants'  causing 
the  intestate's  death,  or  it  did  not ;  if  it  did  admit  such  negligence, 
the  matter  set  forth  in  the  plea  was  immaterial,  idle,  and  irrelevant,  and 
afforded  no  answer  or  ground  of  defence  whatever  to  the  action ;  if  it 
did  not  admit  it,  it  in  effect  denied  the  alleged  breach  of  duty,  and 
amounted  to  not  guilty ;  if  it  neither  admitted  nor  denied  the  alleged 
breach  of  duty  of  the  defendants,  it  was  bad  on  that  ground; — ^that,  if  it 
was  intended  to  exonerate  the  defendants  from  liability,  l>y  imputing  the 
intestate's  death  to  his  own  act,  it  amounted  to  the  general  issue ;  if  it 
did  not  intend  to  exonerate  the  defendants,  it  was  immaterial,  and  tended 
to  an  immaterial  issue ; — ^that,  if  the  plea  was  not  co-extensive  with  the 
general  issue,  not  guilty,  it  tended  improperly  and  unfairly  to  narrow  the 
issue,  and  was  bad  on  that  ground ; — that  it  was  ambiguous,  as  it  might  or 
might  not  mean  that  the  explosion  was  caused  by  the  alleged  dampness  of 
the  brickwork,  or  by  the  negligence  of  the  intestate ;  that,  if  it  was  intended 
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to  mean  that  the  death  of  the  deceased  was  the  result  of  either  of  diose 
cansesy  it  amounted  to  the  general  issue ;  that,  if  it  did  not  mean  this,  it 
was  no  defence ;  and  that,  in  either  view,  it  was  bad,  for  not  showing 
clearly  what  it  meant,  or  was  intended  to  mean ; — ^that  it  did  not  show 
that  the  intestate's  death  was  caused  solely  by  or  through  the  alleged 
premises,  nor  did  it  show  to  what  degree  they  were  contributive  to  the 
death,  or  enable  the  court  to  determine  whether  it  was  the  result  of  those 
causes  or  of  the  defendants'  negligence ; — and  that  the  plea  amounted  to 
the  general  issue. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Needham^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.     Whatever  the  meaning  of  the 
plea  in  question, — ^whether  it  sets  *up  negligence  on  the  part  of  r-^r^tr 
the  deceased,  or  that  his  own  voluntary  act  was  contributory  ^ 
to  the  accident  which  caused  his  death, — ^it  is  equally  open  to  objection. 
In  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  8  M.  &  W.  244,(<t) 
in  case  for  the  negligent  management  of  a  train  of  railway  carriages, 
whereby  it  ran  against  another  train,  in  one  of  the  carriages  of  which 
the  plaintiff  was  riding,  and  injured  him, — ^the  defendants  pleaded  that 
the  parties  having  the  management  of  the  train  in  which  the  plaintiff 
was,  managed  it  so  negligently  and  improperly,  that,  in  part  by  their 
negligence,  as  well  as  in  part  by  the  defendants'  negligence,  the  defend- 
ants' train  ran  against  the  other,  and  caused  the  ii\juries  to  the  plaintiff: 
and  it  was  held,  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  form,  as  amounting  to  not 
guilty,  and  in  substance,  for  not  showing,  not  only  that  the  parties  under 
whose  management  the  plaintiff  was,  were  guilty  of  negligence,  but  also 
that  by  ordinary  care  they  could  have  avoided  the  consequences  of  the 
defendant's  negligence.     Holden  v.   The  Liverpool  New  Gras   Com- 
pany, 3  Man.  Gr.  &;  S.  1,  is  also  an  authority  to  show  that  this  plea 
amounts  to  not  guilty.     There,  a  gas  company  incorporated  by  act  of 
parliament,  with  the  usual  powers  to  take  up  pavements,  &c.,  for  the 
purpose  of  laying  down  and  repairing  mains,  pipes,  &c.,  had  for  some 
years  supplied  gas  to  a  house  belonging  to  the  plaintiff;  the  only  means 
of  shutting  it  off  being  by  a  stop-cock  within  the  house,  the  key  of  which 
was  kept  by  the  occupier.    The  last  tenant,  on  quitting,  gave  notice  to 
the  company  that  he  should  not  require  any  further  supply ;  and  one  of 
their  workmen,  at  his  request,  removed  a  chandelier  from  one  of  the 
rooms,  leaving  *the  end  of  the  pipe  properly  secured*     The  inter-  p„,gg 
nal  fittings  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.    Whilst  the  house*  ^ 
remained  untenanted,  the  gas  by  some  unexplained  means  escaped,  and 
an  explosion  took  place,  by  which  the  house  was  considerably  damaged. 
In  case  against  the  company,  alleging  a  breach  of  duty  on  their  part,  in 
not  taking  proper  means  to  prevent  the  influx  of  gas  into  the  house, 
— ^it  was  held,  upon  the  authority  of  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Bail- 

(a)  8.  C.  nom.  Armitage  v.  The  Grand  Jonotion  Railway  Company,  6  DowL  P.  C.  340.      And 
•ee  OoQgh  v.  Bryoo;  SHAW.  77Q;  Woolf  •.  Beard,  8  C.  A  P.  878. 
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way  CompaDy,  that  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  was  an  admia- 
aible  defence  under  not  gnilty.     If  that  be  so,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how 
the  plea,  confessing  what  it  must  be  admitted  it  does  confess,  shows  any 
avoidance  of  the  matter  confessed.     On  the  other  hand,  the  declaration 
avers  that  the  accident  happened  through  the  negligence  and  unskilful- 
ness  of  the  defendant,  and  not  otherwise :  the  plea,  adinitting  that,  sets  up 
matter  which  at  the  best  only  shows  a  degree  of  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  deceased,  or  something  which,  by  negativing  what  is  alleged  in 
the  declaration,  removes  the  defendant's  liability.     The  plea  improperly 
narrows  the  issue  to  be  presented  to  the  jury.    [Maule,  J.    It  is  in 
that  respect  more  favourable  for  the  plaintiff:  no  doubt,  if  the  defendant 
were  put  to  his  election  between  this  plea  and  not  guilty,  he  would  choose 
the  latter.]     The  plea  is  bad  in  substance.     There  is  nothing  to  show 
that  there  was  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  deceased,  or  that  the 
accident  might  have  been  averted  by  the  use  of  ordinary  and  reasonable 
care  on  his  part     Upon  this  point,  the  judgment  of  Pakke,  B.,  in  Bridge 
V.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  is  conclusive. 
*991       I^owUng,  Serjt.,  contr&.(a)    The  plea  is  good  in  ^substance  and 
''  in  form :  in  truth,  it  is  framed  in  strict  accordance  with  the  sug- 
gestion thrown  out  by  Pabke,  B.,  in  Bridge  t;.  The  Grand  Junction  Rail- 
way Company.    In  that  case,  as  in  the  case  of  Holden  v.  The  Liverpool 
If ew  Gas  Company,  the  substance  of  the  defence  was,  that  the  plaintiff, 
or  those  for  whose  acts  he  was  responsible,  was  contributory  with  the  de- 
fendant to  the  damage.    Here,  the  defendants  seek  to  excuse  themselves 
from  the  consequences  of  their  unlawful  act,  by  reason  of  the  negligent 
conduct  of  the  deceased.     The  plea  contains  a  good  confession  and  avoidr 
ance.     It  admits,  that,  by  reason  of  the  dampness  of  the  brickwork,  the 
apparatus  was  unsafe:  it  admits  an  imperfbct  performance  of  the  defend- 
ants' duty.     [Gbbsswbll,  J.     G^e  charge  in  the  declaration  is,  that  the 
intestate's  death  was  caused  by  the  negligence  and  want  of  skill  of  the 
defendants.    Does  the  plea  admit  that?]    Not  in  terms.     [Cbesswbll, 
J.    Then  it  does  not  confess  the  cause  of  action*    Maule,  J.     The  plea 
.certainly  does  not  confess  the  whole  of  the  cause  of  action ;  and,  if  it 
traverse  a  part,  it  should  conclude  with  a  verification.] 

CoLTMAN,  J.    In  substance,  the  fourth  plea  is  a  traverse  of  part  of  the 
cause  of  action,  informally  pleaded. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.         Judgment  for  the  plaintiff.(i) 

(a)  The  pointo  mftrkad  for  argmnoot  on  the  part  of  the  defendaiitf,  were,-<-«  Thai  the  dei^aet 
eontained  hi  the  fourth  ple«,  eould  not  be  gi^en  in  eyidonce  under  not  gailty ;— that  the  plea 
was  »  good  plea  in  confession  and  aToidanee,  oonfessing  the  primd/aeie  case  charged  against  the 
defendants  in  respect  of  the  nnfitness,  at  the  said  time  when,  Ssc,  lit  the  apparatas,  for  the  par> 
pose  in  the  deolaration  mentioned,  and  aroiding  the  same  by  reason  of  the  speoial  eireumstanees 
and  notioe  mentioned  in  the  plea ;— and  ihat»  e^en  if  the  matter  of  defenoe  contained  in  the 
fourth  plea  were  admissible  under  not  guUtj,  Uie  plea  was  good,  inasmuch  as  it  gare  suffloieBt 
eoleur." 

{h)  Vide  pot^  p.  115. 
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♦MASTERS  V.  IBBERSON.    June  19.  [♦lOO 

To  »  aonnt  <m  a  promiMorjnote  made  by  the  defendant  payable  to  the  order  of  A.,  and  endorsed 
by  A.  to  B.,  and  by  B.  to  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  note  was  obtained  !h>m 
him  by  D.  uid  others  in  ooUnsion  with  him,  by  fraud ;  that  there  was  no  consideration  Ibr  the 
endorsement  by  A.  to  B. ;  and  (hat  the  plaintiff  had  notioe  of  the  frmnd : — Held,  bad,  there 
being  nothing  to  impeach  A.'s  title  to  the  noto. 

A  further  plea  stated  that  the  consideration  for  the  noto  was  the  forbearanoe  to  prosocnto  the 
defendant's  son  upon  a  charge  of  felony, — not  aTerrlng  that  a  felony  had  been  committed,  or 
affecting  A.,  the  payee,  with  notioe  of  the  alleged  illegality  of  the  consideration :— Held,  bad. 

Assumpsit.  The  first  count  stated  that  the  defendant,  on  the  19th 
of  Angosty  1848,  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  and  thereby  pro- 
mised to  pay  to  the  order  of  Mary  Jones,  85?.,  five  months  after  the  date 
thereof, — ^which  period  had  elapsed,  and  the  said  note  had  become  due 
and  payable  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, — and  then  delivered 
the  said  note  to  the  said  Mary  Jones,  who  then  endorsed  the  same  to  a 
person  on  the  said  note  designated  as  W.  L.  Vincent,  who  then,  by  that 
designation,  endorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  defendant  then 
promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  amount  of  the  said  note,  according 
to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof,  and  of  the  said  endorsements. 

Fifth  plea, — ^that  the  said  promissory  note  in  the  said  first  connt  men- 
tioned, was  obtained  from  the  defendant  by  one  George  Bromfield,  and 
others  in  collusion  with  him,  by  fraud  and  covin  practised  upon  him  the 
defendant  by  the  said  George  Bromfield  and  the  said  others  in  collusion 
with  him ;  and  that  there  never  was  any  value  or  consideration  for  the 
said  endorsement  of  the  said  note  by  the  said  Mary  Jones  to  the  said 
person  designated  as  W.  L.  Vincent,  or  for  the  said  endorsement  by  him 
to  the  plaintiff,  or  for  the  said  W.  L.  Vincent,  or  the  plaintiff,  being  the 
holder  of  the  said  note, — ^verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes, — that  the  *plea  con-  rtiQl 
tained  no  defence  to  the  first  count,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  pro-  ^ 
perly  aver  that  Mary  Jones,  the  payee  of  the  note,  was  any  party  to  the 
alleged  fraud,  or  had  any  notice  of  it,  or  was  not  a  hondfide  holder  for 
ralue  ; — that,  if  the  general  allegation  of  there  never  having  been  any 
consideration  for  the  plaintiff's  being  the  holder  of  the  note,  were  taken 
to  include  absence  of  consideration  to  her,  then  the  plea  was  bad  for 
generality,  in  not  showing  how  she  held  it,  whether  as  trustee  for  Brom- 
field or  any  other  parties  to  the  alleged  fraud,  or  otherwise,  as,  by  way 
of  loan  to  her,  or  for  her  accommodation ;  and,  in  such  case,  the  plea 
was  also  bad  for  duplicity,  as  setting  up  two  distinct  defences,  the  one  of 
fraud  and  want  of  consideration  as  respected  some  only  of  the  parties  to 
the  note,  and  the  other  the  defence  of  total  want  of  consideration  as  re- 
spected all  the  parties  to  the  note,  including  the  payee  and  first  endorser. 

Sixth  plea, — ^That  the  said  promissory  note  in  the  first  count  men- 
tioned, was  obtained  from  the  defendant  by  the  said  George  Bromfield, 
and  others  in  collusion  with  him,  by  fraud  and  covin  practised  upon  him, 
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the  defendant,  by  Bromfield,  and  the  said  others  in  collusion  with  him ; 
and  that  the  said  W.  L.  Vincent  and  the  plaintiff,  respectively,  before 
and  at  the  several  times  when  the  said  note  was  first  endorsed  to  them 
respectively,  and  when  each  of  them  first  received  the  same,  had  notice 
of  the  premises  in  this  plea  aforesaid, — ^verification. 

Special  demurer,  assigning  for  causes, — ^that  the  plea  did  not  aver 
that  Mary  Jones,  the  payee  of  the  note  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  did 
not  give  full  value  for  the  note,  or  had  any  notice  of  the  fraud  at  the 
time  she  took  it,  nor  did  it  show  in  what  character  she  held  the  note, 
whether  as  trustee  for  Bromfield  or  any  of  the  said  other  parties^  or 
otherwise. 

♦1091  '^'Seventh  plea, — that  the  said  promissory  note  in  the  said  first 
J  count  mentioned  was  obtained  from  the  defenduit  by  the  said 
George  Bromfield,  and  others  in  collusion  with  him,  by  fraud  and  covin 
practised  upon  the  defendant  by  Bromfield  and  the  said  others  in  collusion 
with  him ;  and  that  the  said  note  was  payable  and  overdue,  according  to 
the  tenor  and  effect  thereof,  before  and  at  the  time  when  the  same  was 
first  endorsed  by  Mary  Jones  to  W.  L.  Vincent,  and  before  and  at  the 
time  when  the  same  was  first  endorsed  by  Vincent  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
before  and  at  the  time  when  Vincent  and  the  plaintiff,  respectively,  fint 
took  and  received  the  same^ — ^verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause, — ^that  it  was  not  shown  in  the 
plea,  that  Mary  Jones,  the  payee  of  the  note  in  the  first  count  mentioned, 
was  not  a  band  fide  holder  for  value  of  the  said  note,  or  that  she  had  any 
notice  of  the  fraud  alleged,  if  any  existed,  or  could  not  have  sued  upon 
the  note,  or  had  not  capacity  to  transfer  a  right  of  action  to  the  par^ 
to  whom  she  endorsed  it,  or  in  what  character  she  held  it 

Eighth  plea, — that,  just  before  the  making  of  the  said  promissory  note 
in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  of  August,  1848, 
one  George  Bromfield  accused  one  Christopher  Ibberson,  the  son  of  the 
defendant,  and  then  being  the  servant  of  the  saiji  George  Bromfield,  of  a 
certain  felony,  to  wit,  of  having  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried 
away  divers  moneys  of  the  said  George  Bromfield,  and  then  threatened 
to  indict  and  prosecute  the  said  Christopher  Ibberson  for  the  said  sup- 
posed felony ;  that  thereupon  the  defendant,  in  consideration  that  the 
said  George  Bromfield  would  forbear  to  prosecute  the  said  Christopher 
Ibberson  for  the  said  supposed  felony,  made  the  said  promissory  note  in 
the  said  first  count  mentioned,  and  there  never  was  any  other  considera* 
*1081  ^^^^  ^^^  *^®  making  of  the  said  note,  *or  for  the  payment  by  the 
•^  defendant  of  the  amount  thereof,  or  of  any  part  thereof;'*'  that 
the  said  Mary  Jones  endorsed  the  said  note  to  the  said  person  thereon 
designated  as  W.  L.  Vincent,  without  any  value  or  consideration ;  and 
that  the  said  person  designated  as  W.  L.  Vincent  endorsed  the  same  to 
the  plaintiff  without  any  value  or  consideration,  and  tiiere  never  was  any 
value  or  consideration  either  for  the  endorsement  of  the  said  note  by 
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Mary  •  Jones  to  the  said  W.  L.  Vincent,  or  for  the  said  endorsement 
thereof  by  the  said  W.  L.  Vincent  to  the  plaintiff,  or  for  the  said  W.  L. 
Vincent  or  the  plaintiff  being  the  holder  of  the  sud  note, — ^rerification. 

Special  demnrrer,  assigning  for  causes, — ^that  it  did  not  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  plea,  whether  Christopher  Ibberson  was  or  was  not  guilty  of 
felony ;  so  that  it  was  left  uncertain  whether  the  defence  intended  to  be 
setup,  was,  that  the  consideration  of  the  note  was  illegal,  or  that  there 
was  no  consideration  for  it ; — that  it  contained  no  defence  to  the  first 
count,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  properly  aver  that  Mary  Jones,  the  payee 
of  the  note,  was  any  party  to  the  alleged  illegal  arrangement,  or  had  any 
notice  of  it,  or  was  not  a  b&ndfide  holder  for  value  of  the  said  note ; — 
that,  if  the  general  allegation  of  there  never  having  been  any  considera- 
tion for  the  plaintiff's  being  the  holder  of  the  note,  were  taken  to  include 
absence  of  consideration  to  her,  then  the  plea  was  bad  for  generality,  in 
not  showing  how  she  held  it,  whether  as  trustee  for  Bromfield  or  any  of 
the  other  parties  to  the  alleged  illegal  arrangement,  or  otherwise,  as,  by 
way  of  loan  to  her,  or  for  her  accommodation ; — ^and  that,  in  such  case, 
the  plea  was  also  bad  for  duplicity,  in  setting  up  two  distinct  defences^ 
the  one,  of  illegality  and  want  of  consideration  as  respected  some  only 
of  the  parties  to  the  note,  and  the  other,  the  defence  of  total  want  of 
consideration  as  '''respected  all  the  parties  to  the  note,  including  r^e-i/u 
the  payee  and  first  endorser.  *- 

Ninth  plea,— like  the  eighth,  down  to  the  agterisk,  except  that  the 
ninth  plea  stated  that  Christopher  Ibberson,  the  son,  was  the  servant  of 
the  d^endant.  It  then  alleged,  that  there  never  was  any  other  consi- 
deration for  the  making  of  the  said  note,  or  for  the  payment  by  the  de* 
fendant  of  the  amount  thereof,  or  of  any  part  thereof;  and  that  the  said 
person  designated  as  W.  L«  Vincent,  and  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the 
several  times  when  the  said  note  was  first  endorsed  to  them  respectively, 
and  when  they  respectively  first  received  the  same,  had  notice  of  the 
premises  in  this  plea  aforesaid, — ^verification* 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes, — that  it  did  not  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  plea,  whether  the  said  Christopher  Ibberson  was  or  was  not 
guilty  of  felony;  so  that  it  was  left  uncertain  whether  the  defence 
intended  to  be  set  up,  was,  that  the  consideration  of  the  note  was  illegal, 
or  that  there  was  no  consideration  for  it ; — that  it  contained  no  defence 
to  the  first  count,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  properly  aver  that  Mary  JoneSj 
the  payee  of  the  note,  was  any  party  to  the  alleged  illegal  arrangement, 
or  had  any  notice  of  it,  or  was  not  a  band  fide  holder  for  value  of  the 
said  note ;  nor  did  it  show  in  what  character  she  held  it,  whether  as 
trustee  for  Bromfield  or  any  of  the  other  parties  to  the  alleged  illegal 
arrangement,  or  otherwise,  or  that  she  had  not  full  capacity  to  transfer 
by  endorsement  a  right  of  action  upon  the  said  note. 

Tenth  plea, — ^like  the  eighth  plea,  down  to  the.  asterisk :  it  then  pro- 
ceeded to  aver,  that  the  said  note  was  payable  and  overdue,  according 
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to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof,  before  and  at  the  time  when  the  flame 
was  first  endorsed  by  Mary  Jones  to  W.  L.  Vincent,  and  before  and  at 
4^1 0^1  ^^^  ^™^  when  the  same  was  first  endorsed  by  ^Vincent  to  the 
^  plaintiff,  and  before  and  at  the  respective  times  when  Vincent 
and  the  plaintiff  respectively  first  took  and  received  the  same, — ^verifi- 
cation. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,— that  it  did  not  appear  upon 
the  face  of  the  plea,  whether  the  said  Christopher  Ibberson  was  or  was 
not  guilty  of  felony ;  so  that  it  was  left  uncertain  whether  the  defence 
intended  to  be  set  up,  was,  that  the  consideration  of  the  note  was  Ulegal, 
'  or  that  there  was  no  consideration  for  it ; — ^that  it  contained  no  defence 
to  the  first  count,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  properly  aver  that  Mary  Jones, 
the  payee  of  the  note,  was  any  party  to  the  alleged  illegal  arrangement, 
or  had  any  notice  of  it,  or  was  not  a  bend  fide  holder  for  value  of  the  said 
note,  or  could  not  have  sued  upon  it  herself,  or  had  not  capacity  to 
transfer  a  right  of  action  upon  it  to  the  person  to  whom  she  endorsed  it, 
or  anything  to  show  that  the  said  endorsement  was  not  a  valid  one ;  and 
that  the  plea  was  defective,  in  not  showing  how  she  held  the  note,  whe- 
ther as  trustee  for  Bromfield,  or  otherwise,  as,  by  way  of  lo&n  to  her,  or 
for  her  accommodation. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Forte$etiej  in  support  of  the  demurrers.  The  fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh 
pleas  allege  that  the  note  was  obtained  from  the  defendant  by  fraud,  and 
that  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  endorsement :  but  there  is  nothing 
to  implicate  Mary  Jones,  the  payee,  in  the  fraud,  or  to  affect  her  with 
notice.  A  bill  or  note  payable  to  the  order  of  a  person,  is  payable  to 
himself:  Sheldon  t;.  Occarsen,  Bayley  on  Bills,  6th  edit.  p.  414;  Smith 
V.  M'aure,  5  East,  476,  2  J.  P.  Smith,  43.  [Crbsswell,  J.  There  is 
no  doubt  about  that.]  Then,  here  is  a  party  on  the  record  whose  title  as 
a  bond  fide  ^holder  stands  unimpeached.     In  May  v.  Chapman, 
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drawers  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  endorsed  to  C,  and  by  him  to  the  plain- 
tiff,— A.  pleaded  that  he  and  B.  were  in  co-partnership  as  brewers ;  that 
B.  made  and  endorsed  the  biU,  using  the  name  of  the  £rm,  in  fraud  of 
A.,  and  not  for  the  purposes  of  the  co-partnership,  but  for  his  own  pri- 
vate purposes,  viz.  for  a  private  debt  due  from  him  to  C,  and  without 
the  knowledge  or  consent  of  A. ;  that  there  was  no  consideration  or  value 
for  him.  A.,  for  the  drawing  or  endorsement  of  the  bill ;  that,  at  the  time 
of  the  endorsement  to  him,  C.  had  knowledge  and  notice  of  the  premises ; 
and  that,  at  the  time  when  the  note  was  endorsed  and  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff,  he  had  full  knowledge  and  notice  of  all  the  premises  in  the  plea 
aforesaid.  The  plaintiff  replied,  that,  at  the  time  when  the  bill  was 
endorsed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  be  had  not  any  such  knowledge 
or  notice  as  in  the  plea  mentioned, — ^whereupon  issue  was  joined.  At 
tlie  trial,  the  jury  found  that  C.  had  no  knowledge  of  the  original  fraud 
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in  the  drawing  of  the  bill,  but  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the 
endorsement  to  him,  had  knowledge  of  that  fraud :  and  it  was  held  that 
the  plea  was  not  proved.  Gill  v.  Cubitt,  8  B.  &  C.  466,  5  D.  &  R.  324, 
1  C.  &  P.  163,  487, — where  it  was  held  that  a  broker  who  had  taken  a 
bill  under  circamstances  of  suspicion,  conld  not  recover  on  it, — ^being 
there  cited,  Pabee,  B.,  observed  that  that  case  must  be  considered  as 
overruled.  One  who  takes  by  endorsement  from  a  party  having  good 
title,  must  be  presumed  to  be  an  innocent  endorsee :  Bramah  t^.  Roberts, 
3  N.  C.  963,  5  Scott,  172.  The  plaintiff  could  neither  traverse  these 
pleas  nor  take  issue  on  them. 

The  eighth,  ninth,  and  tenth  pleas  are  open  to  the  *same  ob-  (-^.^r.,. 
jection,  and  also  to  another,  viz.  that  they  do  not  allege  that  a  '- 
felony  had  in  fact  been  committed. 

Prentice.  contr&.  No  one  can  avail  himself  of  a  contract  that  is  based 
in  fruud.  In  Oornfoot  v,  Fowke,  6  M.  &  W.  858,  in  assumpsit  for  the 
non-performance  of  an  agreement  to  take  a  ready-furnished  house,  the 
defendant  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  caused  and  procured  the  defendant 
to  enter  into  the  agreement,  by  means  of  fraud,  covin,  and  misrepresent- 
ation of  the  plaintiff  and  others  in  collusion  with  him ;  on  which  issue 
was  joined.  It  appeared  at  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiff  had  employed  one 
G.  to  let  the  house  in  question,  and  the  defendant,  being  in  treaty  with 
C.  for  taking  it,  asked  him  ^^if  there  was  any  objection  to  the  house," 
to  which  C.  answered  that  there  was  not ;  and  the  defendant  entered  into 
and  signed  the  agreement,  but  afterwards  discovered  that  the  adjoining 
house  was  a  brothel,  and  on  that  ground  declined  to  fulfil  the  contract. 
It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  brothel  before, 
but  C,  the  agent,  did  not.  It  was  held  (per  Lord  Abikgbb,  0.  B.), 
that  it  was  not  sufficient,  to  support  the  plea,  that  the  representation 
turned  out  to  be  untrue,  but  that  for  that  purpose  it  ought  to  have  been 
proved  to  have  been  fraudulently  made ;  that,  as  the  representation  was 
not  embodied  in  the  contract,  the  contract  could  not  be  affected  by  it, 
unless  it  were  a  fraudulent  representation ;  and  that  the  knowledge  of 
the  plaintiff  of  the  existence  of  the  nuisance,  and  the  representation  of 
the  agent  that  it  did  not  exist,  were  not  enough  to  constitute  fraud,  so  as 
to  support  the  plea.  Pabkb,  B.,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  says : 
<*The  difficulty  here  is,  that,  under  this  plea,  you  are  to  make  out 
fraud  in  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent ;  but  it  is  not  shown  that  the  agent 
*knew  of  the  existence  of  this  objection  to  the  house,  and  the  r^ei  no 
plaintiff  did  not  make  the  representation,  or  know  of  its  having 
been  made.  If  you  could  make  out  that  the  plaintiff  knew  that  Clarke 
was  ignorant  of  it,  and  had  employed  him  on  purpose  that  he  might  make 
that  answer,  then  it  might  have  been  a  fraud  in  the  plaintiff.''  The  coun- 
ael  then  submitted  '^  that  the  knowledge  of  the  principal  is  the  knowledge 
of  the  agent,  and  vice  versd;  if  so,  it  is  the  same  as  if  the  representar 
tions  were  inade  by  the  plaintiff  himself.    In  Eitsherbert  v.  Mather,  1 


108  HASTEIffl  ».  IBBBBSON.  T.  Y.  1849. 

T.  R.  12,  it  was  so  held:  and  Ashhurst,  J.,  says,  ^  On  general  principles 
of  policy,  the  act  of  the  agent  ought  to  bind  the  principal ;  becanse  it 
must  be  taken  for  granted  that  the  principal  knows  whatever  the  agent 
knows :'  and  Buller,  J.,  says,  *  Though  the  plaintiff  be  innocent,  yet, 
if  he  build  his  information  on  that  of  his  agent,  and  his  agent  be  guilty 
of  a  misrepresentation,  the  principal  must  suffer.'  In  Doe  d.  Willis  r. 
Martin,  4  T.  R.  89,  the  doctrine  that  the  knowledge  of  the  agent  is  the 
knowledge  of  the  principal,  is  fully  recognised ;  and  Lord  Kenyon  there 
says,  ^  The  maxim  that  the  principal  is  civilly  responsible  for  the  acts  of 
his  agent,  universally  prevails  both  in  courts  of  law  and  equity/  "  Upon 
which  Parke,  B.,  adds :  ^'  That  was  the  fraud  of  the  agent,  and  it  can- 
not be  disputed  that  that  would  vitiate  the  transaction.''  So,  here,  the 
person  by  whom  the  fraud  was  committed  must  be  assumed  to  be  the 
agent  of  Mary  Jones:  and  it  is  quite  clear,  that,  if  the  contract  is 
obtained  by  the  fraud  of  the  agent,  the  principal  cannot  enforce  it.  In 
Raphael  r.  Goodman,  8  Ad.  &  E.  565,  8  N.  &  P.  547,  to  an  action  by  a 
sheriff  against  an  execution-creditor,  on  a  bond  of  indemnity  for  seizing 
*10Q1  goo^^  under  a  ^./(7.  the  defendant  pleaded  Hhat  the  bond  was 
obtained  from  him,  by  the  plaiittiff  and  others  in  colltisian  with 
him,  by  fraud  and  misrepresentation :  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  sup- 
ported this  plea  by  proof  that  the  sheriff's  officer  who  executed  the  pro- 
,  cess,  obtained  the  bond  by  fraud  and  misrepresentation,  though  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  appear  to  have  been  personally  cognisant  of  any  part  of  the 
transaction.  [Gresswell,  J.  I  cannot  discover  that  that  case  has  the 
slightest  bearing  upon  this.]  There  is  enough  on  the  face  of  the  fifth 
plea  to  show  that  Mary  Jones  could  not  have  sued  upon  this  note.  [Maule, 
J.  The  plea  does  not  state  that  the  delivery  of  the  note  to  Mary  Jones 
was  obtained  by  fraud :  it  merely  states  that  the  note,  in  the  course  of 
its  existence,  was  the  subject  of  a  fraud  by  Bromfield.]  Delivery  is  an 
essential  part  of  the  making  of  a  note.  And,  if  the  delivery  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  was  obtained  by  the  fraud  even  of  a  stranger,  Mary 
Jones  could  found  no  title  upon  it. 

The  eighth,  ninth,  and  tenth  pleas  are  clearly  good.  They  state,  in 
substance,  that  the  consideration  for  the  note  was,  the  stifling  a  prose- 
cution for  felony :  and  the  transaction  is  by  proper  averments  brought 
home  to  the  plaintiff.  It  is  no  objection,  that  the  pleas  do  not  distinctly 
allege  that  a  felony  had  actually  been  committed :  it  is  equally  improper 
to  compromise  a  charge,  whether  the  party  be  really  guilty  or  not.  In 
Collins  V.  Blantern,  2  Wils.  841  (1  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  164),  to  an 
action  of  debt  on  bond,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that,  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  bond,  and  the  note  after  mentioned,  two  of  the 
obligors,  John  and  Thomas  Walker,  and  three  others,  stood  indicted  by 
John  Rudge,  on  five  indictments,  for  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  and  had 
severally  pleaded  not  guilty  before  the  making  of  the  bond  and  note ; 
that  the  several  traverses  on  the  indictments  were,  at  the  time  of  the 
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■u^Ling  the  nnlavfol  agreement  after  mentioned,  and '^'thenote^P^^^^ 
and  the  bond,  viz.  on  the  same  day  the  bond  was  made,  were  L  -^-^^ 
about  to  come  on  to  be  tried  at  Stafford ;  that  thereupon  it  was  then 
oormptly  agreed  between  Rudge,  the  prosecutor,  the  plaintiff,  and  th^ 
five  persons  indicted,  that  the  plaintiff  should  give  the  prosecutor  Rudge 
his  note  for  850?.,  in  consideration  of  his  not  appearing  to  give  evidence 
at  the  trial  of  the  said  traverses ;  and  that  the  obligors  should  execute 
the  bond  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  same  date  as  the  note,  as  an  indemnity 
to  the  plaintiff  for  giving  such  note.  .  The  plea  then  averred  that  the 
plaintiff  gave  to  Rudge,  the  prosecutor,  the  note  for  8502.,  for  not 
appearing  as  prosecutor,  and  giving  evidence ;  that  the  obligors,  on  the 
giving  of  the  note,  executed  the  bond  as  an  indemnity  to  the  plaintiff 
for  giving  such  note ;  that  the  bond  was  given  for  the  said  consideration, 
and  no  other ;  and  that  the  obUgors  were  not  indebted  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
therefore  the  bond  was  void  in  law.  There  was  nothing  there  to  show 
whether  the  parties  were  guilty  or  not.  Wilmot,.  C.  J.,  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  said :  ^^  It  hath  been  insisted,  for  the  plaintiff,  that 
he  was  not  privy  to  the  bargain  and  agreement,  so,  as  to  him,  there  appears 
to  be  nothing  illegal  done  by  him.  But  we  are  all  clearly  of  opinion  that 
the  whole  of  the  transaction  is  to  be  considered  as  one  entire  agreement ; 
for,  the  bond  and  note  are  both  dated  upon  the  same  day,  for  payment 
of  the  same  sum  of  mqney  on  the  same  day ;  the  manner  of  the  transac- 
tion was,  to  gild  over  and  conceal  the  truth :  and,  whenever  courts  of 
law  see  such  attempts  made  to  conceal  such  wicked  deeds,  they  will  brush 
away  the  cobweb  varnish,  and  show  the  transactions  in  their  true  light. 
This  is  an  agreement  to  stifle  a  prosecution  for  wilful  and  corrupt  per- 
jury,— a  crime  most  detrimental  to  the  commonwealth ;- for  it  is  the 
duty  of  every  man  to  prosecute,  appear  against,  and  bring  offenders  of  this 
sort  to  justice.  Many  felonies  are  not  so  enormous  offences  as  perjury ; 
*and,  therefore,  to  stifle  a  prosecution  for  perjury  seems  to  be  a  r^m 
greater  offence  than  compounding  some  felonies.  The  promissory 
note  was  certainly  void :  what  right,  then,  had  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
upon  this  bond,  which  was  given  to  indemnify  him  from  a  note  that  Was 
void?  They  are  both  bad,  the  consideration  for  giving  them  being 
wicked  and  unlawful."  So,  in  Keir  v.  Leeman,  6  Q.  B.  808,  it  was 
held,  that  no  agreement  can  be  valid  that  is  founded  on  the  consideration 
of  stifling  a  prosecution  for  an  offence  of  a  public  nature.  Although, 
therefore,  the  party  injured  may  lawfully  compromise  an  indictment  for  a 
common  assault,  an  agreement  to  pay  the  costs  of  a  prosecution  for 
assault  on  the  plaintiff  and  a  riot,  and  of  an  action  for  a  wrongful  levy 
under  a^./a., — ^which  agreement  was  founded  partly  on  compromise  of 
the  prosecution,  and  partly  on  an  undertaking  to  withdraw  the  execution 
under  the  fi.  fa., — is  altogether  invalid,  as  grounded  on  an  illegal  consi- 
deration ;  and  this  notwithstanding  the  compromise  of  the  prosecution 
was  entered  into  with  the  leave  of  the  judge  before  whom  the  indictment 
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came  on  for  trial.  Lord  Dbnman,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  there  says :  ^^  The  principle  of  Ip^w  k  laid  down  by  Wilhoi,  0.  J., 
in  GoIlinB  v.  Blantem,  that  a  contract  to  withdraw  a  prosecution  for  per- 
jury, and  conifent  to  give  no  evidence  against  the  accused,  is  founded  on 
an  unlawful  consideration,  and  void.  On  the  soundness  of  this  decision, 
no  doubt  can  be  entertained,  whether  the  party  accused  were  innocent 
or  guilty  of  the  crime  charged.  If  innocent,  the  law  was  abused  for  the 
purpose  of  extortion ;  if  guilty,  the  law  was  eluded  by  a  corrupt  compro- 
mise, screening  the  criminal  for  a  bribe/'  Here,  the  corrupt  agreement  was 
the  only  consideration  for  the  making  of  the  note :  and  there  was  no 
necessity  to  aver  that  Mary  Jones  had  notice  of  it.  [Goltmak,  J.  It 
is  quite  consistent  with  this  plea,  that  the  note  was  given  to  Mary  Jones, 
in  '^'satisfaction  of  a  just  debt,  and  without  any  knowledge  on  her  r«-iio 
part  that  any  illegality  had  occurred.]  ^ 

Fortescuej  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  court. 

GoLTHAN,  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  neither  of  these  pleas  affords  any 
defence.  [Prentice  here  interposed,  asking  leave  to  amend:  but  the 
court  held  him  too  late.]  The  fifth  plea  alleges  that  the  note  was  obtained 
from  the  defendant  by  one  George  Bromfield,  and  others  in  collusion  with 
him,  by  fraud  and  covin  practised  on  the  defendant  by  Bromfield  and  the 
others ;  and  that  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  endorsement  by  Mary 
Jones  to  Vincent,  or  by  Vincent  to  the  plaintiff.  This  plea  is  bad  in  sub- 
stance, for  not  showing  that  the  note  might  not  have  been  delivered  over 
by  the  defendant  to  Mary  Jones  upon  a  good  consideration.  Although 
a  fraud  might  have  been  practised  on  the  defendant,  it  is  not  alleged 
that  Mary  Jones  was  a  party  to  or  cognisant  of  such  fraud.  A  promis- 
sory note,  like  a  bill  of  exchange,  is  a  contract  of  a  peculiar  nature :  a 
party  who  has  himself  no  good  title,  may  yet  transfer  a  good  title  to 
another.  The  plea  contains  an  averment  that  there  never  was  any  value 
or  consideration  for  the  endorsement  of  the  note  by  Mary  Jones  to  Vin- 
cent, or  for  the  endorsement  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  or  for  Vincent  or 
the  plaintiff  being  the  holder  of  the  said  note.  But  it  is  not  alleged  that 
there  was  no  consideration  for  the  delivery  of  the  note  to  Mary  Jones, 
who,  for  anything  that  appears,  may  have  been  a  holder  for  value, 
without  fraud.  For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment  on  the  demurrer  to  the  fifth  plea,  as  well  as  upon 
all  the  other  demurrers. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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♦WILLIAM    CATTEBALL,   Adminiatrator  of  ANN  CAT-  ^.^^^ 

TEBALL,  V.  LEES.    June  19.  L  113 

TIm  genenl  tnyerte  de  imjurid  can  be  replied  to  those  pleas  only  which  show  that  the  plaintUT 

had  not  at  any  time  a  canae  of  action  against  the  defendant 

Debt,  for  money  lent  by  Ann  Gatterall,  in  her  lifetime,  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  for  money  found  due  from  the  defendant  to  Ann  Catterall  upon 
an  account  stated,  &;c. 

Flea, — as  to  the  sum  of  150Z.,  parcel  of  the  moneys  in  the  declaration 
mentioned, — that,  after  the  contracting  of  the  said  debts,  and  the  accru- 
ing  of  the  causes  of  action,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  in  the  life- 
time of  the  said  Ann  Catterall,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  defendant  made  his 
pronussory  note  in  writing,  bearing  date,  to  wit,  the  day  and  year  afore- 
said, and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  said  Ann  GaHerall,  or  order, 
150Z.,  with  lawful  interest  for  the  same,  on  demand ;  that  the  defendant 
then  delivered  the  said  note  to  the  said  Ann  Catterall,  and  the  said  Ann 
Catterall  then  accepted  and  received  the  said  note  of  and  from  the 
defendant,  for  and  on  account  of  the  said  sum  of  150?.,  pax'cel,  &c.,  and 
all  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof;  that,  afterwards,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  the  said 
Ann  Catterall  endorsed  the  said  note  in  blank,  and  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  lost  the  same  out  of  her  possession ;  that 
the  said  note  still  continued  and  remained  lost ;  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not,  as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  nor  was  he  then,  the  holder,  or  possessed,  of  the  said  note, 
nor  had  he  ever  found  the  same, — ^verification. 

To  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  replied  that  the  defendant,  *without  n^^^^ 
the  cause  by  him  in  his  said  plea  alleged,  neglected  to,  and  did  *- 
not,  pay  the  said  sum  of  150Z.,  parcel  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof, 
ih  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  above  thereof  complained  against 
him, — concluding  to  the  country. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes, — ^that  the  said  replication  was 
double  and  multifarious,  in  this,  to  wit,  that  it  not  only  put  in  issue  the 
delivery  of  the  note  in  the  plea  mentioned  to  the  said  Ann  Catterall^  and 
the  acceptance  and  receipt  of  the  said  note  by  her  for  and  on  account  of 
the  said  sum  of  150Z.,  parcel,  fcc,  but  also  the  allegation  that  the  note 
was  endorsed  by  Ann  Catterall,  and  was  lost  by  her  after  the  same  had 
been  so  endorsed,  and  also  the  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the 
holder  of  the  note  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit ; — that 
the  plea  consisted  of  matter  in  discharge  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the 
introductory  part  of  the  plea  mentioned,  or  it  consisted  of  facts  which 
went  to  show  that  the  right  of  action  in  respect  of  the  causes  of  action  in 
the  introductory  part  of  the  plea  mentioned,  was  suspended  by  facts 
which  occurred  subsequently  to  the  vesting  of  such  right  of  action,  and 
did  not  contain  any  matter  which  went  to  show  that  the  defendant  was 
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excased  from  paying  the  debt  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  plea  men- 
tioned ; — and  that  the  replication  ought  to  haye  traversed  or  denied  some 
one  or  more  of  the  material  facts  stated  and  set  forth  in  the  plea,  in 
express  words,  &c. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

JameSy  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  general  replication  de  vnjjur 
rid  is  inapplicable  here.  The  fallacy  is,  in  confounding  an  exemption 
from  liability  existing  at  the  time  of  the  act  done,  with  an  exemption 
from  liability  at  the  time  of  the  action  brought.  De  injurid  can  only 
-  be  replied  where  the  plea  sets  up  matter  *existing  at  the  time  of 
-'  the  act  done  which  gives  a  primd  fade  and  apparent  cause  of 
action.  The  defendant,  by  his  plea,  does  not  say,  that,  at  the  time  at 
which  the  cause  of  action  is  alleged  to  have  accrued,  he  was  not  liable : 
he  admits  the  cause  of  action,  and  sets  up  matter  of  subsequent  discharge. 

Kennedy^  contrd*.  The  plea  does  not  allege  that  the  bill  was  given  in 
discharge  of  the  debt  as  to  which  it  is  pleaded :  it  is  rather  a  suspension 
of  the  remedy. 

Maule,  J.  The  replication  de  injurid  is  only  applicable  to  a  plea 
which  shows  that  the  plaintiff  never  at  any  time  had  a  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendant. 

Kennedy  prayed  leave  to  amend. 

Per  Curiam.    The  plaintiff  may  amend  on  the  usual  terms. 

Bule  accordingly. 


SARAH  THOROGOOD,  Administratrix  of  CHARLES  ABRAHAM 

THOROGOOD,  v.  BRYAN. 

CATTLIN  V.  HILLS  and  Others.    June  20. 

One  who  sustains  an  injury  flrom  a  oollision  with  a  carriage  or  a  Tessel,  cannot  maintain  in  aetloa 
against  the  owners  of  such  carriage  or  vessel,  if  negligence  either  on  his  own  part>  or  on  the 
part  of  those  haying  the  gaidauce  of  the  carriage  or  Tcssel  in  which  he  is  a  passenger,  ooo- 
duced  to  the  accident,  and  such  injury  might  hare  been  avoided  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
eare  on  his  part  or  their  part. 

The  first  of  these  was  an  action  upon  the  case  brought  by  the  plaintiff 

Sarah  Thorogood,  as  administratrix  of  her  late  husband,  Charles  Abraham 

*1161  T^^^^g^^dj  under  the  statute  10  Vict.  c.  93,  to  recover  ^damages 

against  the   defendant  for  negligently  causing  the  intestate's 

death. 

»  The  declaration  stated  that  Charles  Abraham  Thorogood,  in  his  life- 
time, and  before  the  committing  of  the  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned, 
was  lawfully  passing  along  a  certain  public  highway ;  that  the  defendant, 
nt  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievance,  was  possessed  of  a  certain 
iparriage,  called  an  omnibus,  and  of  two  horses  then  drawing. -the  samd 
aloDg  the  said  highway,  which  said  carriage  and  horses  were  under  the 
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csre  and  direction  of  a  certain  seryant  of  the  defendant :  jet  that  the 
defendant,  after  the  passing  of  a  certain  act  of  parliament  made  and 
passed,  &c.,  intituled  ^^An  act  to  compensate  the  families  of  persons 
killed  by  accident,"  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  by  her  said  servant,  so  carelessly 
drove  and  directed  the  said  carriage  and  horses,  that,  by  the  negligence 
and  improper  conduct  of  the  defendant,  by  her  said  servant,  in  that  be- 
half, they  ran  against  the  said  Charles  Abraham  Thorogood,  so  then  law- 
fully passing  along  the  said  highway,  and  knocked  him  down,  and  passed 
over  him,  and  thereby  greatly  crushed  and  injured  him;  and,  by  reason 
of  the  premises,  the  said  Charles  Abraham  Thorogood,  within  twelve 
calendar  months  next  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on, 
&c.,  died,  leaving  him  surviving  the  plaintiff,  who  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  was  his  wife,  and  John,  Sarah,  Esther,  and  Emma,  his  children, 
&c.,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  whereupon  issue  was  joined* 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Y.  Williams,  J.,  at  the  sittings  in 
Middlesex,  after  Trinity  term,  1848.  The  facts  that  appeared  in  evi- 
dence were  as  follows : — On  the  8d  of  January,  1848,  Charles  Abraham 
Thorogood,  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  (whose  administratrix  she  was), 
was  a  passenger  in  an  omnibus  belonging  to  one  Barber,  in  which  he  was 
proceeding  towards  Clapton,  about  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening.  The 
defendant,  *Mrs.  Bryan,  was  the  proprietress  of  another  omnibus  r^ci  17 
running  on  the  same  line  of  road.  Both  vehicles  had  started  to- 
gether,  and  frequently  passed  each  other,  as  either  stopped  to  take  up  or 
set  down  a  passenger.  The  deceased,  wishing  to  alight,  did  not  wait  for 
the  omnibus  to  draw  up  at  the  kerb,  but  got  out  whilst  it  was  in  motion^ 
and  far  enough  from  the  path  to  allow  another  carriage  to  pass  on  the 
near  side.  The  defendant's  omnibus  coming  up  at  the  moment,  the  de- 
ceased was  unable  to  get  out  of  the  way,  and  was  knocked  down  and  run 
over,  and,  seven  days  afterwards,  died  of  the  injuries  he  so  sustained. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  submitted, — ^upon  the  authority 
of  Butterfield  v.  Forrester,  11  East,  60,  and  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junc- 
tion Railway  Company,  3  M.  &  W.  244,  S.  C.  per  nom.  Armitage  v. 
The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  840, — ^that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  inasmuch  as  the  evidence  showed 
that  the  accident  was,  at  least  in  part,  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of 
the  driver  of  Barber's  omnibus,  in  permitting  a  passenger  to  alight  with- 
out drawing  up  at  the  kerb,  and  whilst  the  vehicle  was  in  motion,  and 
by  want  of  care  and  caution  on  the  part  of  the  deceased  himself. 

.  The  learned  Judge  told  the  jury,  that,  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  the 
iqjuries  sustained  by  the  deceased  were  purely  the  result  of  accident,  they 
must  find  for  the  defendant :  and  he  further  told  them,  that,  if  they  were 
of  opinion  that  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  driver  of  Barber's  omnir 
bus  in  not  drawing  up  to  the  kerb  to  put  the  deceased  down,  or  any  ,want 
of  care  on  the  part  of  the  deceased  himself,  had  been  conducive  to  the 
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injury,  in  either  of  those  cases, — notwithstanding  the  defendant  (by  her 

servant)  had  been  guilty  of  negligence, — ^their  verdict  must  be  for  the 

defendant. 

*11ft1       *'^^^  i^^  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

^  ffumfrey,  in  Trinity  Term,  1848,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  He  submitted  that  the  ruling 
of  the  learned  Judge  would  necessarily  lead  to  this  absurd  result, — that 
a  passenger  who  is  injured  by  a  collision  between  |wo  omnibusses  has  no 
remedy  against  the  proprietor  of  either,  if  the  drivers  of  both  are  guilty 
of  negligence  or  improper  conduct.  And  he  cited  Lynch  v.  Kurdin,  1 
Q.  B.  29,  4  P.  &  D.  672,  Pluckwell  v.  Wilson,  6  C.  &  P.  875,  and  .Lux- 
ford  V.  Large,  6  C.  &  P.  421. 

Ta^aurdj  Serjt.,  now  showed  cause.  The  direction  of  the  learned 
Judge  was  perfectly  correct.  The  true  principle  which  governs  these 
cases,  is  to  be  found  in  the  statement  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the  decla- 
ration,— ^which,  in  substance,  is,  that  the  injury  was  the  result  solely  of 
negligence  and  improper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  defendant's  servant. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  injury  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains, 
proceeded  from  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  or  from  some- 
thing over  which  the  defendant  had  no  control.  Many  cases  might  be 
put,  in  which  a  party,  though  himself  in  fault,  might  still  be  entitled  to 
compensation  for  damage  sustained  through  another's  negligence:  for 
instance,  suppose  a  drunken  man  lying  in  a  carriage-way,  and  a  carriage 
recklessly  driven  along  the  road,  passed  over  and  injured  him, — ^the  ine- 
briety of  the  plaintiff  would  be  no  defence  to  an  action.  The  true  inquiry 
is — ^whether  the  injury  complained  of  is  fairly  attributable  to  the  wrongful 
act  of  the  defendant.  Butterfield  v.  Forrester  was  the  first  case  in  which 
this  doctrine  was  discussed.  It  was  there  held,  that  one  who  is  injured  by 
^^  ^^  an  obstruction  in  a  highway  against  *which  he  fell,  cannot  maintain 
^  an  action,  if  it  appear  that  he  was  riding  with  great  violence  and 
want  of  ordinary  care,  without  which  he  might  have  seen  and  avoided 
the  obstruction.  ^^  A  party,"  says  Lord  Ellenborough,  ^^  is  not  to  cast 
himself  upon  an  obstruction  which  has  been  made  by  the  fault  of  another, 
and  avail  himself  of  it,  if  he  do  not  himself  use  common  and  ordinary  caution 
to  be  in  the  right."  [Y.  Williams,  J.  The  objection  to  the  summing 
up  applies  to  that  part  of  it  which  relates  to  the  want  of  care  and  caution 
on  the  part  of  the  driver  of  Barber's  omnibus.  I  acted  upon  the  dietuM 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway 
Company :  if  that  be  correct,  I  was  right.]  That  was  an  action  upon 
the  case  for  the  negligent  management  of  a  train  of  railway  carriages, 
whereby  it  ran  against  another  train,  in  one  of  the  carriages  of  which 
the  plaintiff  was,  atid  injured  him.  The  defendants  pleaded  that  the 
parties  having  the  management  of  the  train  in  which  the  plaintiff  was, 
managed  it  so  negligently  and  improperly,  that,  in  part  by  their  negli- 
gence, the  defendant's  train  ran  against  the  other,  and  caused  the  injuries 
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to  the  plaintiff.  The  court  held  the  plea  bad,  both  in  form  and  in  sub- 
stance. And  Parke,  B.,  says:  ^^The  rule  of  law  is  laid  down  with 
perfect  correctness  in  the  case  of  Batterfield  v.  Forrester ;  and  that  rule 
is,  that,  although  there  may  have  been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  yet,  unless  he  might,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  haye 
avoided  the  consequences  of  the  defendant's  negligence,  he  is  entitled  to 
recover :  if  by  ordinary  care  he  might  have  avoided  them,  he  is  the  author 
of  his  own  wrong.  That  is  the  only  way  in  which  the  rule  as  to  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care,  is  applicable  to  questions  of  this  kind."  That 
case  is  followed  by  Davies  v,  Mann,  10  M.  ft  W.  646.  *There,  the  p^^  ^n 
defendant  negligently  drove  his  horses  and  wagon  against,  and  '-  ^ 
killed,  an  ass,  which  had  been  left  in  the  highway-fettered  in  the  fore 
feet,  and  thus  unable  to  get  out  of  the  way  of  the  wagon,  which  was 
going  at  a  ^^  smartish"  pace  along  the  road :  and  it  was  held  that  the 
jury  were  properly  directed,  that,  although  it  was  an  illegal  act  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  so  to  put  the  animal  on  the  highway,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover.  And  Parke,  B.,  said,  ^*  This  subject  was  fully  con- 
sidered by  this  court  in  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company, 
where,  as  appears  to  me,  the  correct  rule  is  laid  down  concerning  negli- 
gence, viz.,  that  the  negligence  which  is  to  preclude  a  plaintiff  from  reco- 
vering in  an  action  of  tlds  nature,  must  be  such  as  that  he  could,  by 
ordinary  care,  have  avoided  the  consequences  of  the  defendant's  negli- 
gence. In  that  case,  there  was  a  plea  imputing  negligence  on  both  sides : 
here,  it  is  otherwise ;  and  the  judge  simply  told  the  jury,  that  the  mere 
fact  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  leaving  his  donkey  on 
the  public  highway,  was  no  answer  to  the  action,  unless  the  donkey's 
being  there  was  the  immediate  cause  of  the  injury :  and  that,  if  they  were 
of  opinion  that  it  was  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  defendant's  servant  in 
driving  too  fast,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  at  a  smartish  pace,  the 
mere  fact  of  putting  the  ass  upon  the  road  would  not  bar  the  plaintiff  of 
his  action.  All  that  is  perfectly  correct ;  for,  although  the  ass  may  have 
been  wrongfully  there,  still  the  defendant  was  bound  to  go  along  the 
road  at  such  a  pace  as  would  be  likely  to  prevent  mischief.  Were  this 
not  so,  a  man  might  justify  the  driving  over  goods  left  on  a  public  high- 
way, or  even  over  a  man  lying  asleep  there,  or  the  purposely  running 
against  a  carriage  going  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  road."  [Cress well, 
J.  Must  not  the  negligence  which  is  to  exonerate  the  defendant,  be 
^negligence  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  his  agent  f]  It  is  submitted,  p^^oi 
not :  at  all  events,  the  driver  of  the  omnibus  in  which  the  deceased  '- 
was  a  passenger,  must  be  taken  to  be  his  agent.  [Cresswell,  J.  Sup- 
pose two  omnibusses  are  racing,  and  one  of  them  runs  over  a  man  who  is 
crossing  the  road,  and  has  not  time  to  get  out  of  the  way, — has  not  the 
injured  party  a  remedy  against  the  proprietor  of  either  omnibus  ?]  No 
doubt  he  has.  [Cresswell,  J.  It  seems  strange  to  say  that  A.  shall 
not  be  responsible  for  his  negligence,  because  B.  has  been  negligent  like- 
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wise, — C.  being  the  party  injured.  The  principle  of  Batterfield  v.  For*- 
rester,  is,  that  one  who  receives  an  injury  from  the  negligent  act  of  . 
another,  shall  not  have  an  action,  if  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  he 
might  have  escaped  the  injury.]  It  is  not  necessary  in  this  case  to  con- 
tend for  a  proposition  so  wide  as  that  suggested.  The  point  did  not  arise 
in  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company.  [Gbbsswbll,  J. 
It  could  not :  the  plea  amounted  to  not  guilty,  or  nothing.] 

Sumfrey  (with  whom  was  Obftie^),  in  support  of  the  rule.  Bridge  v. 
The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  does  not  apply :  it  was  enough 
there  to  decide  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  point  of  form :  but  the  court  go 
on  to  say,  unnecessarily,  that  it  is  also  bad*in  substance.  Adopting  the 
suggestion  of  Parkb,  B.,  in  that  case,  the  learned  judge,  upon  this  occa- 
sion, told  the  jury,  that,  if,  in  their  opinion,  the  accident  might  have 
been  avoided  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  deceased, 
or  of  the  driver  of  the  omnibus  in  which  he  was,  the  defendant  was  enti- 
tled to  their  verdict,  [C&esswbll,  J.  It  appears  that  the  deceased  got 
out  whilst  the  omnibus  was  moving ;  and,  consequently,  he  had  not  suf- 
ficient command  of  his  legs  to  be  able  to  get  out  of  the  way  of  tha  de- 
*1221  ^'^^^^'^^'^  *omnibus,  the  driver  of  which  could  not  reasonably  be 
expected  to  be  prepared  for  such  a  state  of  things.]  If  the  fact 
were  so,  no  ordinary  care  on  Thorogood's  part  could  have  saved  him. 
[Cresswell,  J.  What  degree  of  caution  could  have  enabled  the  driver 
of  Barber's  omnibus  to  avoid  the  accident  ?]  It  is  enough  to  show  that 
there  might  be  a  state  of  things  which  makes  the  direction  wrong.  We  . 
may  assume  that  the  deceased  was  in  the  right,  and  the  drivers  of  both 
omnibusses  wrong.  [Cresswbll,  J.  Wrong  in  what  ?]  In  amnibm. 
It  would  be  monstrous  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  is  without  remedy  against 
either  party.  Put  the  case  of  a  passenger  on  board  a  steamboat,  sitting 
in  a  place  appropriated  for  passengers,  and  getting  his  leg  broken  by 
another  steamboat  coming  in  collision  with  them, — ^what  remedy  would 
he  have  against  the  proprietors  of  the  boat  he  was  on  board  of  ?  [V. 
Williams,  J.  A  coachman  is  responsible  to  his  master  for  the  due 
management  of  the  carriage  in  which  he  is  driven  by  him.  Suppose  the 
master  injured  by  the  coachman's  want  of  care,  though  by  an  accident 
which  would  not  have  happened,  but  for  the  want  of  proper  care  on  the 
part  of  a  third  person, — would  the  coachman  be  liable  7]  It  is  submitted 
that  he  would.  The  rule  as  laid  down  in  Butterfield  v.  Forrester,  and 
followed  in  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  and  Davies 
V.  Mann,  is  not  so  large  as  the  summing  up  in  this  case  assumes.  The 
negligence,  to  operate  an  excuse,  must  be  negligence  in  the  particular 
thing  which  leads  to  the  accident. 

The  court,  before  pronouncing  judgment  in  this  case,  desired  to  hear^ 
the  argument  of  Cattlin  v.  Hills  and  Others,  a  case  involving  very  much 
the  same  question.  Our.  adv.  vuU. 


8  MANNING,  GRANGER,  &  SCOTT.  &S 


♦CATTLIN  V.  HILLS  and  Others.  [*123 

This  was  an  action  upon  the  case  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  who  carried 
on  the  business  of  a  seal-engraver,  to  recover  damages  from  the  defend- 
ants, the  registered  owners  of  the  ^*  Diamond"  Gravesend  steamboats,  for 
an  injury  sustained  by  him  whilst  a  passenger  on  board  another  steam- 
yessel,  in  consequence  of  alleged  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  servants 
of  the  defendants. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Cresswsll,  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  West- 
minster, after  Michaelmas  term,  1848.  The  facts  were  as  follows : — The 
plaintiff  was  a  passenger  on  board  a  vessel  called  the  Sods  of  the  Thames, 
which  left  London  Bridge,  for  Gravesend,  at  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning. 
Having  arrived  off  Northfleet  Point,  the  Sons  of  the  Thames  was  over- 
taken by  the  defendant's  vessel  the  Sapphire.  Both  vessels  being  on  the 
Bssex  side,  and  both  wishing  to  cross  to  Rosherville  Pier,  the  master  of 
the  Sapphire,  in  consequence,  as  it  was  said,  of  the  Sons  of  the  Thames 
having  driven  her  too  far  on  the  Essex  side,  was  compelled,  in  order  to 
avoid  overshooting  the  pier,  to  port  her  helm ;  and,  when  about  two- 
thirds  across,  she  rubbed  against  the  Sons  of  the  Thames,  and,  comii^g 
in  contact  with  the  anchor  of  the  latter,  which  projected  a  little  over  her 
larboard  bow,  knocked  it  down  upon  the  plaintiff's  leg,  and  so  crushed  it 
as  to  render  amputation  necessary. 

There  was  contradictory  evidence  as  to  whether  or  not  the  anchor  on 
board  the  Sons  of  the  Thames  was  properly  stowed ;  the  defendants  con- 
tending that  it  ought  to  have  been  lashed,  in  which  case  the  accident 
could  not  have  happened. 

The  leamied  judge  told  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  recover,  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  *the  damage  sustained  ^^^  ^. 
by  the  plaintiff  had  been  occasioned  by  negligence  on  the  part  of  ^  " 
those  intrusted  with  the  conduct  and  management  of  the  Sons  of  the 
Thames ;  but  that  they  must  dismiss  from  their  minds  all  that  had  been 
said  about  the  stowing  of  the  anchor,  for  that  the  plaintiff  would  be  enti- 
tled to  a  verdict,  even  though  they  should  think  the  anchor  had  impro- 
perly been  left  unfastened. 

The  jury,  under  this  direction,  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
damages  900Z. 

Montagu  ChamberSj  in  Hilary  term  last,  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection,  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence,  and  that 
the  damages  were  excessive.  Butterfield  v,  Forrester,  11  East,  60, 
Bridge  V,  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  8  M.  &  W.  244, 
Davies  v.  Mann,  10  M.  &  W.  546,  and  Luxmore  v.  Large,  5  0.  &  P.  421, 
are  distinct  authorities  to  show  that  the  action  will  not  lie,  where  the 
inji/ry  is  in  part  attributable  to  the  negligence  or  want  of  due  care  and 
caution  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  those  having  the  management  and  control 
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of  the  carriage,  train,  or  Teasel  in  which  he  was  b^g  conveyed.  The 
way  in  which  the.  anchor  was  stowed  was  clearly  a  part  of  the  manage- 
ment of  the  vessel,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  withdrawn  from  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury.  [Cbbsswbll,  J.  I  certainly  took  that  npon 
myself.  There  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  duty  or  the  necessity  of  having 
the  anchor  lashed  in  that  part  of  the  river  where  the  accident  happened. 
The  harboar*master  gave  very  strong  evidence  that  it  was  neither  neces- 
sary nor  usual.  Maulb,  J.  Suppose  the  anchor  was  negligently  and 
improperly  stowed  by  the  owners  of  the  Sons  of  the  Thames,  and,  in  con- 
sequence of  that  negligence,  and  aho  in  consequence  of  negligence  on  the 
4^1 0';']  '^'P^^^  ^^  those  navigating  the  Sapphire,  the  plaintiff, — an  innocent 
•^  third  party, — was  injured ;  against  whom  must  he  seek  redress?] 
He  would  have  a  clear  right  of  action  against  the  owners  of  the  Sons  of 
the  Thames,  who  were  bound  by  their  contract  to  convey  him  safely. 
But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  he  has  also  a  right  of  action  against  the 
owners  of  the  Sapphire,  whose  only  fault  is,  that  they  accidentally  struck 
against  something  on  board  the  other  vessel,  which  was  placed  where  it 
ought  not  to  have  been. 

It  was  clear,  from  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  that  the  two  vessels  were 
struggling  each  to  get  first  into  Bosherville.  The  Sons  of  the  Thames 
having  pressed  the  Sapphire  on  to  the  Essex  shore  beyond  the  point  where, 
according  to  the  proper  course  of  navigation,  she  should  have  turned  off 
to  cross  the  river,  the  latter  vessel  was  compelled  to  keep  her  helm  ported, 
or  she  would  have  gone  beyond  the  Kosherville  Pier.  There  was  no  col- 
lision :  the  vessels  merely  graced  each  other ;  and  no  injury  could  have 
occurred,  but  for  the  improper  stowage  of  the  anchor.  [Crbsswell,  J. 
I  thought  it  was  an  open  question  for  the  jury.  They  probably  thought 
it  fair  racing  on  the  part  of  the  Sons  of  the  Thames,  and  jostling  on  the 
part  of  the  Sapphire.] 

The  damages  were  clearly  excessive.  It  is  true,  the  plaintiff  sustained 
the  severe  inconvenienee  of  losing  a  leg ;  but  that  does  not  very  much 
interfere  with  the  means  of  living  of  a  man  of  his  trade.  [Maulb,  J. 
5007.  was  in  one  case  held  not  to  be  an  excessive  sum  for  merely  holding 
a  stick  over  the  plaintiff.(a)  Crbsswbll,  J.  I  certainly  am  not  dissa* 
tisfied  with  the  verdict.     The  amount  of  damages  was  for  the  jury.] 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  Upon  the  first  point, — ^which  is  one  of  very  general 
*1261  ^P^^^'^ce,  and  of  some  nicety, — ^we  ♦think  the  rule  may  go.  As 
to  the  second,  there  was  evidence  on  both  sides,  and  the  judgo 
reports  himself  not  dissatisfied  with  the  verdict :  under  these  circumstances, 
we  cannot  interfere.  The  damages  are  so  peculiarly  within  the  provinco 
of  the  jury,  that  it  is  only  under  very  particular  circumstances  that  a 
motion  on  the  ground  of  excess  can  be  entertained.  The  loss  of  a  leg 
is  certainly  a  very  serious  thing,  and  one  deserving  of  large  compensa- 
tion.   The  rule,  therefore,  will  go  upon  the  ground  of  misdirection  t^nly. 

(a)  Per  HMini,  J.,  in  MtMrt  v.  Hwrey,  5  Tmmt  442, 1  ICacih,  139. 
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WUkinSy  Sorjty  It.  MSlery  and  WorcUiwtnihj  now  showed  cause.  They 
aabmitted  that  the  role  laid  down  in  Butterfield  v.  Forrester,  and  sinee 
extended  to  the  case  of  servants  and  agents  nnder  the  immediate  control 
of  the  party,  was  inapplicable  to  persons  traveUing  by  public  conveyances, 
over  the  management  of  whioh  they  have  no  control.  And  they  referred 
to  Sills  V.  Brown,  9  C.  &  P.  601,  Smith  t;.  Dobson,  S  M.  &  G.  69,  8 
Scott,  N«  R.  886,  Davies  t;.  Mann,  10  M.  k  W.  546,  Lynch  t;.  Nurdin, 

1  Q.  B.  29,  4  P.  &  D.  672,  and  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway 
Company,  3  M.  &  W.  244,  and  to  the  observations  upon  the  last-men- 
tioned case,  in  the  notes  to  Ashby  t;.  White,  1  Smith's  Leading  Cases, 
8d  edit.,  by  Keating  and  Willes,  p.*  182  a,  where  the  learned  annotators 
say : — ^^  A  hasty  perusal  of  the  report  of  that  case  might  lead  to  the  sup- 
position, that,  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  plea  might  have 
been  made  good  in  substance,  though  not  in  form,  by  an  averment  that  the 
plaintiff's  driver  could,  by  ordinary  care,  have  avoided  the  accident :  but 
that  result  does  not  by  any  means  follow  from  what  the  learned  judges 
said,  much  less  from  what  they  actually  decided.  It  may,  perhaps, 
^safely  be  asserted  that  the  plea  was  at  all  events  bad  in  substance,  r^^  ^^ 
for  not  alleging  that  the  passenger  who  brought  the  action  was  ^ 
guilty  of  negligence.  If  two  drunken  stage-coaqhmen  were  to  drive 
their  respective  carriages  against  each  other,  and  injure  the  passengers, 
each  would  have  to  pay  for  his  own  carriage,  no  doubt ;  but  it  is  incon- 
ceivable that  each  set  of  passengers  should,  by  a  fiction,  be  identified 
with  the  coachman  who  drove  them,  so  as  to  be  restricted  for  remedy  to 
actions  against  their  own  driver  or  his  employer." 

M.  Chambers  and  Bramwellj  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  must  now 
be  assumed  that  the  Sapphire  was  negligently  navigated,  so  as  to  pro- 
duce a  collision  with  the  Sons  of  the  Thames :  but  it  is  not  so  clear  that 
the  displacement  of  the  anchor  on  board  the  latter  vessel,  was  wholly 
attributable  to  the  negligence  of  the  crew  of  the  former*  The  accident 
occurred,  partly  in  consequence  of  the  collision,  and  partly  in  conse- 
quence of  the  improper  stowage  of  the  anchor.  This  latter  cause,  there- 
fore, should  not  have  been  withdrawn  from  the  attention  of  the  jury ;  it 
was  a  most  important  ingredient  for  their  consideration.  [Maule,  J.  You 
must  say  that  the  allegation  in  a  special  plea  that  the  plaintiff  was  con- 
tributory to  the  accident,  would  be  sustained  by  showing  that  there  was 
negligence  on  the  part  of  those  having  the  management  of  the  Sons  of 
the  Thames,  and  Uiat  the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  therein.]  Precisely 
80*  If  there  has  been  any  negligence  conducive  to  the. injury,  on  the 
part  of  those  whom  he  employs  to  carry  hini,  the  plaintiff  cannot  com- 
plain of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.     In  Plower  v.  Adam, 

2  Taunt.  314,  it  was  held,  that,  if  the  proximate  cause  of  damage  be  the 
plaintiff's  unskilfulness,  although  the  primary  cause  be  the  misfeasance 
ot  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover :  *at  least,  if  the  r^^-^os 
suadiief  be  in  part  occasioned  by  the  misfeaswce  of  a  third  per- 
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son  not  sued.  There,  A.  placed  lime-rubbish  in  a  highway,  the  dost 
blown  from  it  frightened  the  horse  of  B.,  and  nearly  carried  him  into 
contact  with  a  passing  wagon,  in  avoiding  which  he  nnskilfolly  drove 
over  other  rubbish  placed  in  the  road  by  C,  and  was  overthrown  and 
hurt :  it  was  held,  that,  upon  a  count  stating  these  facts,  B.  could  not 
recover  against  A*  The  question  there  left  to  the  jury,  as  well  as  in 
Davies  v.  Mann,  was,  to  whose  want  of  care  was  the  proximate  cause  of 
the  injury  attributable.  In  Sills  v.  Brown,  9  C.  &  P.  601,  a  brig  was 
carrying  her  anchor  in  a  position  contrary  to  the  by-laws  of  the  river 
Thames,  at  the  time  when  she  came  in  collision  with  a  barge ;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  improper  carrying  of  tife  anchor,  would  not,  of  itself,  be 
sufficient  to  make  the  owner  of  the  brig  responsible  in  damages,  if  the 
barge,  by  departing  from  the  known  rule  of  the  river,  brought  herself 
into  the  situation  in  which  the  brig  struck  her,  although,  but  for  the 
position  of  the  anchor,  the  collision  would  not  have  produced  the  injury 
complained  of.  Coleridge,  J.,  in  his  summing  up,  told  the  jury,  Uiat, 
^'  if  it  was  a  pure  accident,  or  if  the  plaintiff's  servants  substantially  con- 
tributed to  the  injury,  by  their  improper  or  negligent  conduct,  the  de- 
fendant would  be  entitled  to  their  verdict ;  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  if 
the  injury  was  occasioned  by  the  improper  or  negligent  conduct  of  the 
defendant's  servants,  and  the  plaintiff's  servants  did  not  substantially 
contribute  to  produce  it,  then  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  their  ver- 
dict." One  of  the  jury  asked  the  learned  judge  whether  he  had  not  told 
them  that  the  way  in  which  the  anchor  was  placed  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  question :  to  which  his  lordship  answered, — "  No.  You  must 
*1291  ^^^^  misunderstood  my  "'observations,  if  that  was  the  impression 
you  received.  The  position  of  the  anchor  will  not  be  sufficient 
to.  make  the  defendant  liable,  if  the  plaintiff,  by  his  servants,  substan- 
tially contributed  to  the  occurrence  of  the  injury,  not  to  its  amountj 
but  to  the  occurrence  of  it.  The  plaintiff  says,  that,  if  the  anchor  had 
not  been  in  the  position  in  which  it  was,  no  injury  would  have  occurred 
at  all ;  but  that  would  not  make  the  defendant  liable,  if  the  people  on 
board  the  plaintiff's  barge  brought  it  by  improper  or  careless  navigation 
into  the  position  in  which  it  received  the  injury."  Here,  the  learned 
judge  withdrew  from  the  jury  what  Coleridge,  J.,  in  that  case,  put  most 
prominently  before  them.  It  can  hardly  be  said  that  the  injured  party 
could  maintain  separate  actions  against  the  proprietors  of  each  vessel : 
he  could  not  urge,  as  against  each,  that  the  injury  was  occasioned  by  hi$ 
negligence  aloiie.  [Maulb^  J.  When  a  man  has  a  wrong  done  to  him 
by  several  tort-feasors,  he  clearly  has  a  right  of  action  against  some  of 
them.]  No  doubt.  But,  if  this  action  be  maintainable,  the  present 
defendants  will,  in  truth,  be  paying  damages  for  the  negligence  of  the 
owners  of  the  other  vessel,  as  well  as  for  their  own  negligence.  [Crbss- 
WELL,  J.  Though  not  lashed,  the  anchor  would  have  done  no  harm,  but 
for  the  default  of  the  defenduits.    Admitting  that  the  anchor  ought  to 
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bare  been  lashed,  if  the  collision  arose  through  the  default  of  the  defend- 
ants, without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  or  the  vessel  he  was 
in,  the  defendants  are  liable.]  There  can  be  no  diiference  in  degree  of 
negligence  between  an  improper  stowage  of  the  anchor,  and  improperly 
porting  the  helm.(a) 

CoLTMAN,  J.  The  case  of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan  seems  distinctly  to 
raise  the  question  whether  a  passenger  *in  an  omnibus  is  to  be  r^K-iQA 
eonsidered  so  far  identified  with  the  owner,  that  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  owner  or  his  servant  is  to  be  considered  negligence  of  the 
passenger  himself.  As  I  understand  the  law  upon  this  subject,  it  is 
this, — that  a  party  who  sustains  an  injury  from  the  careless  or  negligent 
driving  of  another,  may  maintain  an  action,  unless  he  has  himself  been 
guilty  of  such  negligence  or  want  of  due  care  as  to  have  contributed  or 
conduced  to  the  injury.  In  the  present  case,  the  negligence  that  is 
relied  on  as  an  excuse,  is,  not  the  personal  negligence  of  the  party 
injured,  but  the  negligence  of  the  driver  of  the  omnibus  in  which  he  was 
a  passenger.  But  it  appears  to  me,  that,  having  trusted  the  party  by 
selecting  the  particular  conveyance,  the  plaintiff  has  so  far  identified  him* 
self  with  the  owner  and  her  servants,  that,  if  any  injury  results  from  their 
negligence,  he  must  be  considered  a  party  to  it.  In  other  words,  the 
passenger  is  so  far  identified  with  the  carriage  in  which  he  is  travelling, 
that  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  driver  will  be  a  defence  of  the  driver 
of  the  carriage  which  directly  caused  the  injury.(&)  That  being  so,  the 
summing  up  in  this  case, — which  is  in  accordance  with  the  opinion 
expressed  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction 
Railway  Company,  though  not  in  terms  with  the  decision  of  that  case, — 
was  correct.     I  therefore  think  the  verdict  should  stand  undisturbed. 

With  regard  to  the  case  of  Cattlin  v.  Hills,  that  gives  rise  to  a 
fbrther  point,  upon  which  we  are  desirous  of  taking  some  little  time  for 
deliberation. 

Maule,  J.  I  agree  with  my  brother  Coltman  in  thinking  that  the 
rule  in  Thorogood  v.  Bryan  ought  to  *be  discharged.  This  is  an  pjgj 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  against  an  omnibus  proprietor, 
for  negligently  causing  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  husband,  by  knocking 
him  down  and  driving  over  him  as  he  had  just  alighted  from  another 
omnibus.  My  brother  Williams,  in  leaving  the  case  to  the  jury,  told 
them,  that,  if  they  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  occurrence  was  purely 
accidental,  or  that  the  deceased,  or  the  driver  of  the  omnibus  by  which 
he  was  carried,  had  by  any  negligence  or  want  of  care  on  their  part 
oontributed  to  the  accident,  they  must  find  for  the  defendant.  The  jury 
having,  upon  that  direction,  found  for  the  defendant,  it  must  be  assumed 
that  they  found  that  there  had  been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  driver 

(a)  And  seo  Hnnmon  v.  Bennett,  5  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  220,  and  VanderpUnk  su  Miller,  M.  A  BL  109. 
{h  Thu  seemt  to  b«  the  supposition  whioh  the  learned  editors  of  the  third  edition  of  Smith's 
Lt>diiif  Cases  (n^prd,  p.  120)  designates  as  "ineoneeiTftbW 
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of  the  omnibus  in  which  he  was  a  passenger.  This  case  is  an  important 
one,  inasmuch  as  it  is  in  some  degree  novel,  though  somewhat  similar  in 
principle  to  Bridge  v.  The  Orand  Junction  Railway  Company,  where,  in 
case  against  a  railway  company  for  the  negligent  management  of  a  train, 
whereby  it  ran  against  another  train  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  a  pas- 
senger, and  injured  him,  a  plea  that  the  persons  having  the  management 
of  the  train  in  which  the  plaintiff  was,  managed  it  so  negligently  and 
improperly,  that,  in  part  by  their  negligence,  the  defendants'  train  did 
the  mischief, — was  held  bad.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  there  seem  to 
have  thought, — ^though  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  it, — that,  where 
there  is  negligence  on  both  sides,  the  action  cannot  be  maintained. 
Although  I  at  one  time  entertained  a  contrary  impression,  upon  further 
consideration  I  incline  to  think,  that,  for  this  purpose,  the  deceased  must 
be  considered  as  identified  with  the  driver  of  the  omnibus  in  which  he 
voluntarily  became  a  passenger,  and  that  the  negligence  of  the  driver 
was  the  negligence  of  the  deceased.  If  the  deceased  himself  had  been 
♦1 Q91  ^'^^^'^&  ^^®  ^^^^  would  have  been  quite  free  *from  doubt.  So, 
J  there  could  have  been  no  doubt,  had  the  driver  been  employed  to 
drive  him,  and  no  one  else.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  suggested 
that  a  passenger  in  a  public  conveyance  has  no  control  over  the  driver. 
But  I  Uiink  that  cannot  with  propriety  be  said.  He  selects  the  convey- 
ance. He  enters  into  a  contract  with  the  owner,  whom,  by  his  servant 
the  driver,  he  employs  to  drive  him.  If  he  is  dissatisfied  with  the  mode 
of  conveyance,  he  is  not  obliged  to  avail  himself  of  it.  According  to 
the  terms  of  his  contract,  he  unquestionably  has  a  remedy  for  any  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  person  with  whom  he  contracts  for  the  journey. 
It  is  somewhat  remarkable  that  actions  of  this  sort  are  almost  invariably 
brought  against  the  rival  carriage  or  vessel, — ^which  is  only  to  be 
accounted  for  by  that  party  spirit  which  more  or  less  enters  into  every 
transaction  of  life.  If  there  is  negligence  on  the  part  of  those  who 
have  contracted  to  carry  the  passengers,  those  who  are  injured  have  a 
clear  and  undoubted  remedy  against  them.  But  it  seems  strange  to  say, 
that,  although  the  defendant  would  not,  under  the  circumstances,  be 
liable  to  the  owner  of  the  other  omnibus  for  any  damage  done  to  his 
carriage,  he  still  would  be  responsible  for  an  injury  to  a  passenger.  The 
passenger  is  not  without  remedy.  But,  as  regards  the  present  defendant, 
he  is  not  altogether  without  fault.  He  chose  his  own  conveyance,  and 
must  take  the  consequences  of  any  default  of  the  driver  whom  he 
thought  fit  to  trust.  For  these  reasons,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  direc- 
tion of  my  brother  Williams  was  quite  correct,  and  that  the  rule  should 
be  discharged. 

Cbesswbll,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  must  own  I  should  not 

have  been  sorry  if  the  point  could  have  been  raised  upon  a  bill  of  exeep- 

*18S1  ^^°^*     ^^  ^subject  is  an  important  one,  and  ought  to  be 

-'  definitively  set  at  rest.     I  incline  to  think  that  the  opinion 
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tbrown  out  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction 
Railway  Company,  is  the  correct  one.  If  the  driver  of  the  omnibus  the 
deceased  Tvas  in,  had,  by  his  negligence,  or  want  of  due  care  and  skill, 
contributed  to  any  injury  from  a  collision,  his  master  clearly  could  main- 
tain no  action.  And  I  must  confess  I  see  no  reason  why  a  passenger 
who  employs  the  driver  to  convey  him,  stands  in  any  better  position. 
For  these  reasons,  I  think  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  was  not  entitled  to 
recover. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the  passenger 
must,  for  this  purpose,  be  considered  as  identified  with  the  person  having 
the  management  of  the  omnibus  he  was  conveyed  by. 

Rule  discharged.(a) 

As  to  Cattlin  v.  Hills,  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

On  Monday,  the  25th  of  June,  1849,  the  Court  were  prepared  to  give 
judgment  in  this  case, — discharging  the  ruhy  as  it  was  understood, — but 
they  were  informed  that  the  parties  had  agreed  to  a  compromise :  con- 
sequently, no  judgment  was  given. 

(a)  S«e  ibe  cases  upon  this  snl^e^  collected  and  carefaUy  amnged  in  Oliphaat  on  Hones  and 
Gaming,  pp.  157  et  teq, 

s 


♦WORTHINGTON  v.  WARRINGTON.    Jxi.ne  21.      [*134 

A.  entered  into  possossion  of  premises  vndor  an  agreement  with  B.,  imder  which  be  waa  to  hold 
them  as  tenant  for  two  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  502.,  with  liberty  to  him  to  make,  at  his 
own  expense,  such  alterations  and  additions  to  the  premises  as  he  might  thinic  proper,  the 
same  being  improvements,  and  A.  to  have  the  option  of  purchasing  the  premises,  at  any  time 
during  the  two  years,  for  600^. — "  it  being  understood  between  the  parties  that  B.  was  poasessed 
of  the  premises  for  his  own  life  and  the  life  of  C,  and  of  the  surriTor  of  them."  It  being, 
however,  discovered  that  B.  had  not  the  precise  interest  mentioned  in  the  agreement,  A. 
brought  assumpsit  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  eontraet,  and  also  compensation  for 
the  money  expended  by  him  in  improvements : — 

Held,  that  he  was  only  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  proposed  lease,  and  not  the  value  of 
the  improvements. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  on 
the  7th  of  November,  1844,  by  an  agreement  in  writing  of  that  date,  the 
defendant  agreed  to  let,  and  the  plaintiff  then  agreed  to  take  of  the 
defendant,  for  two  years  from  the  9th  of  October,  1844,  at  the  rent  of 
507.  a  year,  the  house,  garden,  &c.,  situate  at  Bromborough,  in  the  county 
of  Chester,  then  in  the  occupation  of  the  plaintiff ;  and  it  was  agreed 
that  the  plaintiff  might,  at  his  own  expense,  make  such  alterations  and 
additions  to  the  premises  as  he  might  think  proper,  the  same  being 
improvements ;  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  right  of  purchasing  the 
said  premises  at  the  end  of,  or  at  any  time  during,  the  said  term  of  two 
years,  it  being  then  understood  by  and  between  the  said  parties  that  the 
defendant  teas  possessed  of  th^aid  premises  for  his  own  life  and  the  life  of 
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one  Mrs.  Manwaring^  and  of  the  survivor  of  them :  that,  the  agreement 
having  been  so  made  as  aforesaid,  in  consideration  thereof,  &c.,  the  de- 
fendant promised  to  perform  the  agreement ;  and  that  he  was  possessed  of 
the  said  premises  for  his  own  life  and  for  the  life  of  the  said  Mrs.  Man- 
waring,  and  that  he,  the  defendant,  would,  if  the  plaintiff  elected  to  pur- 
chase, according  to  the  said  agreement,  make  and  deduce  to  the  plaintiff  a 
^.  „  r-i  good  and  '^'valid  title  to  the  said  estate  and  interest  of  the  plaintiff 
-*  therein  before  mentioned  in  and  to  the  said  premises :  Averment, 
that  the  plaintiff,  confiding  in  the  said  agreement  and  promise  of  the  de- 
fendant, did,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  take  possession  of  the  said  house,  garden,  &c., 
and  enter  into  occupation  thereof  on  the  terms  aforesaid,  and  that,  during 
the  said  term,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  he  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  that  he  elected 
to  purchase  the  said  premises  for  6007.,  according  to  the  said  agreement ; 
and  the  plaintiff  then  requested  the  defendant  to  make  him  a  good  and 
valid  title  as  mentioned  in  the  said  agreement :  that,  although  a  reasona- 
ble time  had  elapsed,  before  the  suit,  for  the  defendant  to  make  a  good 
and  valid  title,  and  the  plaintiff  had  always  been  ready  and  willing  to 
pay  the  purchase-money,  and  perform  all  other  matters  required  of  him, 
according  to  the  ^id  agreement ;  yet  that  the  defendant  wholly  disre- 
garded his  promise,  and  was  not,  either  at  the  time  of  making  the  said 
agreement,  or  within  a  reasonable  time  after  he  had  notice  of  the  plain- 
tiff's election  to  purchase,  or  at  any  other  time,  possessed  of  the  said 
premises,  &o.,  according  to  the  meaning  of  the  said  agreement,  and  the 
defendant  did  not  nor  would  at  any  time  make  a  good  and  valid  title  to 
such  estate  and  interest  in  the  said  premises,  according  to  the  meaning 
of  the  said  agreement, — ^by  means  whereof  the  plaintiff  had  been  deprived 
of  all  the  benefits  which  would  have  arisen  to  him  from  the  completion 
of  the  said  purchase :  that  the  plaintiff,  confiding  in  the  said  promise  of 
the  defendant,  and  intending  to  purchase  the  said  premises,  &c.,  accord- 
ing to  the  said  agreement,  did,  during  the  said  term,  at  his  own  expense, 
make  alterations  and  improvements  in  the  said  premises,  and,  in  so  doing, 
incurred  great  expense,  to  wit,  lOOOZ.,  in  and  about  the  same  alterations 
and  improvements, — all  which  moneys  were,  by  reason  of  the  defendant's 
*1361  ^^^^^^  ^^  promise,  ^wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiff^ 
by  reason  of  the  premises,  was  otherwise  greatly  damnified,  &o. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — non  assumpsit, — that  the  defendant  was 
possessed  of  the  premises  for  his  own  life  and  the  life  of  Mrs.  Manwa- 
ring,  &;c., — ^and  that  he  did,  within  a  reasonable  time,  make  a  good 
title,  &c. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilde,  C.  J.,  at  the  summer  assizes  at 
Chester,  in  1848.  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  took  possession  of  the 
premises  at  the  date  of  the  agreement  set  out  in  the  declaration,  and 
immediately,  and  without  any  notice  to  the  defendant,  commenced  making 
extensive  alterations  and  improvements  thereon,  which  were  completed  in 
the  summer  of  1845,  at  a  cost  of  about  4Q0Z. ;  and  that,  on  the  2d  of 
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June,  1846,  he  gave  the  defendant  notice  of  his  intention  to  exercise  the 
option  of  purchasing  his  interest  in  the  premises.  It  turned  out,  upon 
an  investigation  of  the  defendant's  title,  that  he  had  not  the  precise 
interest  stated  in  the  agreement,  hut  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  premises 
for  the  life  of  Mrs.  Manwaring,  and  for  sixty-one  years  beyond.  The 
plaintiff  thereupon  refused  to  complete  the  purchase,  and  brought  this 
action  to  recover  compensation,  as  well  for  the  defendant's  breach  of 
contract,  as  for  the  expense  he  had  incurred  in  improving  the  premises. 

The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  ^'  improvements"  meant  ^^  improve- 
ments with  reference  to  pecuniary  value :"  and  he  propounded  two  ques- 
tions to  them, — first,  what  was  the  value  of  a  lease  such  as  the  defendant 
by  his  contract  professed  to  sell,  without  the  improvements,  on  the  day 
on  which  the  plaintiff  intimated  his  intention  to  take  the  lease,  yh.  on 
the  2d  of  June,  1846  ? — secondly,  what  was  the  value  of  the  lease,  on 
the  same  day,  with  the  improvements  ? 

In  answer  to  the  first  question,  the  jury  found  that  the  value  was  40a. ; 
and  to  the  second,  that  the  lease  was  worth  1007.  A  verdict  was  there- 
upon entered  for  '''the  plaintiff  for  102?.,  subject  to  leave  to  the  r^-ton 
defendant  to  move  to  reduce  it  to  40«.,  if  the  court  should  be  of  ^ 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  in  respect  of  the 
money  expended  by  him  upon  the  improvements. 

Welsby^  in  Michaelmas  term,  1848,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisL 
He  referred  to  Flureau  v.  Thornhill,  2  Sir  W.  Blac.  1078,(a)  and  Hopkins 
V.  Grazebrook,  6  B.  &  C.  81,  9  Dowl.  &  Ryl.  22. 

Cframpton  and  Ootich  now  showed  cause.  As  a  general  rule,  one  who 
sustains  a  loss  by  reason  of  a  breach  of  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  is 
entitled  to  damages  to  such  extent  as  will  place  him  in  the  same  situation 
as  he  would  have  been  in  had  the  contract  been  duly  performed.  An 
exception  was  engrafted  upon  that  rule  by  the  case  of  Flureau  v.  Thorn- 
hil],  where  it  was  held  that  a  contractor  for  a  purchase  of  real  estate,  to 
which  the  title  proves  (without  collusion)  defective,  is  entitled  to  recover 
no  satisfaction  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain.  Lord  Chief  Justice  De  Grsy 
there  says ;  "  Upon  a  contract  'for  a  purchase,  if  the  title  proves  bad, 
and  the  vendor  is  (without  fraud)  incapable  of  making  a  good  one,  I  do 
not  think  that  the  purchaser  can  be  entitled  to  any  damages  for  the  fan- 
cied goodness  of  the  bargain  which  he  supposes  he  has  lost."  And 
Blackstone,  J.,  says :  ^'  These  contracts  are  merely  upon  condition, 
frequently  expressed,  but  always  implied,  that  the  vendor  has  a  good 
title.  If  he  has  not,  the  return  of  the  deposit,  with  interest  and  costs,  is 
all  that  can  be  expected."  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook  introduces  a  further 
exception.  There,  a  person  who  had  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  an 
estate,  but  had  not  obtained  a  ^conveyance,  put  up  the  estate  for  ^^^  „^ 
sale  in  lots  by  auction,  and  engaged  to  make  a  good  title  by  a  "- 
certain  day,  which  he  was  unable  to  do,  as  his  vendor  never  made  a  con- 

(a)  And  see  BnttiK.  BUis,  Sagd.  V.  A  P.  Appendix,  No.  TIL 
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vejance  to  him :  and  it  was  held,  that  a  purchaser  of  certain  lots  at  the 
auction,  might,  in  an  action  for  not  making  a  good  title,  recover  not  only 
the  expenses  which  he  had  incurred,  but  also  damages  for  the  loss  which 
he  sustained  by  not  having  the  contract  carried  into  effect.  Abbott,  C. 
J.,  says :  "  The  defendant  had,  unfortunately,  put  the  estate  up  to  auction 
before  he  got  a  conveyance.  He  should  not  have  taken  such  a  step,  with- 
out ascertaining  that  he  would  be  in  a  situation  to  offer  some  title ;  and, 
having  entered  into  a  contract  to  sell,  without  the  power  to  confer  even 
the  shadow  of  a  title,  I  think  he  must  be  responsible  for  the  damage 
sustained  by  a  breach  of  his  contract."  And  Bayley,  J.,  says :  "Where 
a  vendor  holds  out  an  estate  as  his  own,  the  purchaser  may  presume  that 
he  has  had  a  satisfactory  title ;  and,  if  he  holds  out  as  his  own  that  which  is 
not  so,  I  think  he  may  very  fairly  be  compelled  to  pay  the  loss  which  the 
purchaser  sustains  by  not  having  that  for  which  he  contracted.'*  In  Walker 
V.  Moore,  10  B.  &  C.  416,  A.  having  contracted  with  B.  for  the  purchase 
of  a  real  estate,  the  vendor,  acting  bondfide^  delivered  an  abstract  showing 
a  good  title ;  and  A.,  before  he  examined  it  with  the  original  deeds,  con- 
tracted to  re-sell  several  portions  of  the  property,  at  a  considerable  profit. 
Upon  a  subsequent  examination  of  the  abstract  w^ith  the  deeds,  A.  dis- 
covered that  the  title  was  defective,  and  the  sub-purchasers  refused  to  com- 
plete their  purchases,  and  he  refused  to  complete  his  purchase  from  B., 
and  brought  an  action,  wherein  he  claimed,  as  damages,  the  expenses  which 
he  had  incurred  in  the  investigation  of  the  title,  the  profit  which  would 
*1391  *^^^^  accrued  from  the  re-sale  of  the  property,  the  expense 
^  attending  the  re-sale,  and  the  sums  which  he  was  liable  to  pay  to 
the  sub-contractors  for  the  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  examining  the 
title.  It  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  only  the  expenses  that 
he  had  incurred  in  the  investigation  of  the  title,  and  nominal  damages 
for  tile  breach  of  contract,  as  no  fraud  could  be  imputed  to  the  vendor. 
It  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  question  of  bona  fides  can  enter  into  the 
consideration  of  the  vendee's  rights.  Bayley,  J.,  there  says :  "  The 
defendants  undertook  to  make  a  good  title,  and  they  might  honestly 
think  that  they  should  be  able  to  do  so.  It  turned  out  that  they  could 
not,  and  consequently  the  contract  was  broken,  and  they  were  liable  to 
an  action.  The  plaintiff,  however,  must  show  that  the  damages  which  he 
seeks  to  recover  arose  from  the  acts  of  the  defendants,  and  not  from  his 
own  haste.  *  *  *  If  there  were  mala  fides  in  the  original  vendor 
(but  not  otherwise),  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  purchaser  might 
not  recover  the  profit  which  would  have  arisen  from  the  re-sale.  But, 
if  premises  for  which  a  party  has  contracted  are  by  him  offered  for 
re-sale  too  soon,  that  is  at  his  own  peril,  and  the  damage,  if  any,  result- 
ing from  such  offer,  arises  from  his  own  premature  act,  and  not  from  the 
fault  of  his  vendor."  And  Littledalb,  J.,  says :  "  Where  a  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  land  is  made,  each  party  cannot  but  know  that  the 
title  may  prove  defective,  and  must  be  taken  to  proceed  upon  that  know- 
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ledge/'  That  case  proceeded  upon  a  ground  which  is  not  applicable 
here.  All  those  cases  are  considered  in  Robinson  t;.  Harman,  1  Exch. 
850,  where  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  party  agrees  to  grant  a  good  and 
valid  lease,  having  full  knowledge  that  he  has  no  title,  the  plaintiff,  in  an 
action  *for  the  breach  of  such  agreement,  may  recover,  beyond  r*i4A 
his  expenses,  damages  resulting  from  the  loss  of  his  bargain ;  and  ^ 
the  defendant  cannot,  under  a  plea  of  payment  of  money  into  court,  give 
evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was  aware  of  the  defect  of  title.  ^^  The  rule  of 
common  law,''  says  Pabke,  B.,  "  is,  that,  where  a  party  sustains  a  loss 
by  reason  of  a  breach  of  contract,  he  is,  so  far  as  money  can  do  it,  to 
be  placed  in  the  same  situation  with  respect  to  damages,  as  if  the  con- 
tract had  been  performed.  The  case  of  Flureau  v.  Thomhill  qualified 
that  rule  of  the  common  law.  It  was  there  held  that  contracts  for  the 
sale  of  real  estate,  are  merely  on  condition  that  the  vendor  has  a  good 
title ;  BO,  that,  where  a  person  contracts  to  sell  real  property,  there  is 
an  implied  undertaking,  that,  if  he  fail  to  make  a  good  title,  the  only 
damages  recoverable,  are,  the  expenses  which  the  vendee  may  be  put  to 
in  investigating  the  title.  The  present  case  comes  within  the  rule  of  the 
common  law ;  and  I  am  unable  to  distinguish  it  from  Hopkins  v.  Graze- 
brook."  And  Alderson,  B.,  says :  ^^  The  damages  have  been  assessed 
according  to  the  general  rule  of  law,  that,  where  a  person  makes  a  con- 
tract, and  breaks  it,  he  must  pay  the  whole  damage  sustained.  Upon 
that  general  rule,  an  exception  was  engrafted  by  the  case  of  Flureau  v. 
Thomhill,  and  upon  that  exception  the  case  of  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook 
engrafted  another  exception.  This  case  comes  within  the  latter,  by 
which  the  old  common  law  rule  has  been  restored.  Therefore,  the 
defendant,  having  undertaken  to  grant  a  valid  lease,  not  having  any 
colour  of  title,  must  pay  the  loss  which  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  by 
not  having  that  for  which  he  contracted."  In  the  present  case,  the 
expense  incurred  by  the  plaintiff  in  alterations  and  improvements,  was 
matter  which  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  the 
contract  was  entered  into.  The  real  and  only  question  is,  *whe-  ^41141 
ther  the  consequential  damages  naturally  and  properly  flowed 
from  the  defendant's  breach  of  contract. 

Wehbyy  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  stipulation  as  to  the  making  of 
alterations  and  improvements,  was  introduced  into  the  contract  merely 
to  prevent  the  tenant  from  being  made  liable  for  waste.  Immediately 
upon  the  execution  of  the  agreement  in  ^November,  1844,  the  plain^fi^ 
without  any  notice  to  the  defendant,  proceeded  to  make  extensive  altera- 
tions ;  and  it  was  not  until  they  were  completed,  in  June,  1845,  that  he 
gave  any  intimation  of  hb  intention  to  avail  himself  of  the  option  to  pur- 
chase the  defendant's  interest.  The  plaintiff  cannot  recover  damages  for 
any  fancied  loss  or  bargain.  It  is  not  necessary  to  contend  upon  the 
present  occasion,  that  he  is  only  entitled  to  nominal  damages.  The 
question  is,  whether  the  money  the  plaintiff  has  expended  in  improve- 
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ments  constitutes  a  damage  that  naturally  results  from  the  defendant's 
breach  of  contract.  In  the  case  of  goods,  the  only  measure  of  damages 
would  be  the  market  value  at  the  time  of  the  breach.  There  is  no 
reason  why  a  different  rule  should  prevail  in  the  case  of  a  sale  of  land. 

GoLTMAN,  J.  By  this  agreement,  the  plaintiff  is  to  become  tenant  of 
the  premises  for  two  years,  at  a  certain  rent,  with  liberty  to  the  tenant, 
at  his  own  expense,  to  make  such  alterations  and  additions  as  he  might 
think  proper,  the  same  being  improvements ;  and  the  tenant  to  have  the 
option,  at  the  end  of,  or  at  any  time  during,  the  two  years,  to  purchase 
the  premises  for  a  given  sum.  I  think  it  would  be  extremely^iard,  if  it 
were  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  at  once  to  make  alterations, 
and  then  to  throw  the  expense  of  them  upon  the  defendant  in  the  event 
of  his  not  being  able  to  make  a  good  title.  Every  one  who  purchases 
*land  knows  that  difficulties  may  exist  as  to  the  making  a  title, 
-*  which  were  not  anticipated  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the  con«- 
tract.  But,  if  the  purchaser  thinks  proper  to  enter  into  possession, 
and  to  incur  expenses  in  alterations,  before  the  title  is  ascertained,  lie 
does  so  at  his  own  risk.  I  see  nothing  in  this  case  to  distinguish  it  from 
the  ordinary  one.  The  plaintiff  should  have  taken  care  to  ascertain  that 
the  title  was  good,  before  he  proceeded  to  lay  out  money  upon  the  pre* 
mises.     The  damages  must  be  reduced  to  40«. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  absolute. 


♦ 


WILBT,  a  Pauper,  v.  ELSTON.     June  21. 

The  words  "Ton  are  liying  by  imposture  :**  "You  used  to  walk  St.  Paul's  Choroh  Yard  for  a 
living," — spoken  of  a  woman  with  the  intention  of  imputing  that  she  was  a  swindler  and  a 
prostitute,— are  not  actionable,  without  spedal  damage. 

Ln  ease  for  words  not  actionable  per  te,  averring  special  damage,  "not  guilty"  puts  in  issue  n«t 
only  the  speaking  of  the  words,  but  also  the  special  damage  alleged. 

This  was  an  action  of  slander.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration 
stated,  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing,  &c.,  the  plaintiff 
was  an  honest  and  respectable  person,  and  possessed  of  divers  acquirements 
of  useful  learning,  and  had  always  conducted  herself  with  decorum,  chas- 
tity, modesty,  and  propriety,  and  was  intending,  and  about,  and  had 
publicly  proposed,  and  was  ready  to  receive,  in  a  certain  house  in  which  she 
then  resided  with  her  mother,  Maria  Ann  Wilby,  widow,  pupils  to  instnict 
in  divers  acquirements  of  useful  learning,  for  certain  reasonable  reward  to 
be  paid  to  her  in  that  behalf ;  yet  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premi- 
ses, but  contriviog,  &c.,  to  injure  the  plaintiff  in  her  good  name,  fame,  and 
*1431  ^^^^^^'  ^^^  ^^  ctkXiae  it  to  be  believed  *that  she  was  unfit  to  receive 
-■  such  pupils,  and  to  prevent  her  from  obtaining  any  such,  there- 
tofore, to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  June,  1845,  in  a  certain  disconrse  which 


8  MANNING,  GBANQER,  &  SCOTT.  148 

bd,  the  defendant,  then  had  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  in  the  pre- 
Bence  and  hearing  of  divers  good  and  worthy  subjects  of  our  Lady  the 
Queen,  did,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  those  persons,  falsely  and 
maliciously  speak  and  publish  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  the  false, 
scandalous,  malicious,  and  defamatory  words  following,  that  is  to  say, 
'^  They  (meaning  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Maria  Ann  Wilby,  the  mother 
of  the  plaintiff)  came  here,  setting  themselves  up  for  ladies,  and  taking 
ererybody  in,  and  paid  no  one.  They-  get  their  living  by  imposture, 
and  going  about  with  false  petitions.  They  are  nothing  but  impostors 
and  swindlers.  She  (meaning  thereby  the  plaintiff)  used  to  walk  St. 
Paul's  Church  Yard  for  her  living  (meaning  thereby  that  the  plaintiff  did 
walk  in  and  about  St.  Paul's  Church  Yard,  in  the  city  of  London,  as  a 
common  prostitute,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  her  living  by  prostitution 
of  her  body) ;  and  that,  by  means  of  the  committing  of  the  said  griev- 
ances by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  had  been  prevented  from  obtaining 
and  receiving  divers  pupils  in  the  said  house  where  she  resided  with  her 
motlier  as  aforesaid,  which  she  otherwise  would  have  obtained  and 
received,  and  from  obtaining  and  earning  divers  profits  therefrom ;  and 
that  divers  persons,  to  wit,  one  Mary  Tudor,  one  Harriett  Harris,  and 
one  Henry  Wetton,  who  were  about  to  send,  and,  but  for  the  committing 
of  the  said  grievances  by  the  defendant,  would  have  sent,  divers,  to  wit, 
nine  children  each,  as  pupils,  to  be  instructed  by  the  plaintiff  in  manner 
aforesaid,  for  certain  reasonable  remuneration  and  reward  to  be  paid  by 
each  of  the  said  parties  to  the  plaintiff  in  that  behalf,  respectively  wholly 
refused  to  send  any  of  the  said  children  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  plain- 
tiff had,  by  means  of  the  *premises,  been,  and  was,  deprived  of  r-^^^^ 
all  the  reasonable  remuneration  and  reward  which  she  would  ^ 
otherwise  have  derived  for  the  instruction  of  such  children,  and  she  had 
bIso,  by  means  of  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances  by  the  defendant, 
1)een  shunned  and  avoided  by,  and  deprived  of  the  countenance  and 
assistance  of,  divers  persons  who  would  otherwise  have  befriended  and 
assisted  her  in  the  procuring  of  pupils  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and 
especially  of  one  Harriett  Harris,  one  Henry  Wetton,  one  Mary  Tudor, 
and  one  Rev.  John  Curwin,  who  had,  by  means  of  the  premises,  been 
prevented  from  befriending  and  assisting  her,  in  manner  aforesaid. 

There  was  a  second  count,  charging  the  speaking  of  other  words. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  Essex  summer  assizes, 
1848.  The  words  proved  to  have  been  spoken,  were,: — "  Tou  are  living 
by  imposture.  You  used  to  walk  St.  Paul's  Church  Yard  foi^  your 
living."  No  special  damage  was  proved.  The  learned  judge  allowed 
the  declaration  to  be  amended,  according  to  the  proof. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  count,  damages 
SLj  saying  that  the  charge  intended  to  impute  to  the  plaintiff  that  she 
iras  a  smndler  and  a  proit&ute.    Upon  the  second  count,  the  verdict 

VOL,  vui. — 18  I 
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was  for  the  defendant.  And  leave  yiia  reserved  to  the  defendant  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  on  the  first  count  also,  if  the  court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  words  proved  were  not  actionable  per  sey  and  were 
not  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  way  of  her  profession  or  business. 

Montagu  CfhamherSy  in  Michaelmas  term,  1848,  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
'  accordingly.     He  cited  Savile  v.  *Jardine,  2  H.  Blac.  531,  and 

^^^i  Robertson  v.  Pow^ell,  Selw.  N.  P.  10th  edit.  1248,  n.  (8),  to  eihow 
that  the  words  ^^  swindler"  and  ^^  prostitute"  are  not  actionable  words 
per  se  ;  and  submitted  that  the  circumstance  of  the  plaintiff's  intending 
or  being  about  to  carry  on  a  trade  or  profession,  woidd  not  suffice  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  ordinary  rule. 

Dowde^well  now  showed  cause.  The  first  count  alleges,  by  way  of 
inducement,  that  the  plaintiff  was  about  to  receive  pupils.  The  words 
proved  to  have  been  spoken  were  most  offensive,  and  destructive  of  the 
undertaking  contemplated,  a  reputation  for  morality  being  most  essential 
to  its  success ;  though,  after  the  dictum  of  Twisden,  J.,  in  Wharton  v. 
Brook,  1  Ventris,  21,  cited  by  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  giving  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  in  Ayre  v.  Craven,  2  Ad.  &  E.  2,  4  N.  &  M.  220,  it 
would  be  idle  to  contend  that  a  charge  of  prostitution,  in  the  absence 
of  special  damage,  would  entitle  even  a  schoolmistress  to  maintain  an 
action.  The  charge,  however,  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  person  getting  her 
living  by  imposture,  involves  an  accusation  that  she  is  a  rogue  and  vaga- 
bond, and  so  liable  to  pains  and  penalties.  [V.  Williams,  J.  That  is 
no  stronger  than  saying  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  cheat,  which  clearly  is  not 
actionable.] 

The  special  damage,  then,  being  the  gist  of  the  action,  is  admitted, 
not  being  traversed.  It  was  so  ruled  expressly  by  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B., 
in  Perring  v,  Harris,  2  M.  &  Rob.  5.  Iii  Smith  v.  Thomas,  2  N.  G.  S72, 
2  Scott,  546,  TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  says :  "  Where  the  wards  are  actionable  in 
themselves^  it  is  not  the  gist  of  the  action,  but  a  consequence  only  of  the 
*1461  ^^8^^  ^^  action.  If  the  plaintiff  proves  his  special  damage,  he  *may 
-^  recover  it ;  if  he  fails  in  proving  it,  he  may  still  resort  to  and 
(recover  his  general  damages.  A  traverse,  therefore,  of  such  an  allega- 
tion, is  immaterial  and  improper,  as  a  finding  upon  it  either  way  will 
have  no  effect  as  to  the  right  to  the  verdict."  In  Wylie  v.  Birch,  4  Q. 
B.  566,  8  G.  &  D.  629,  in  case  against  the  sheriff,  the  declaration  alleged 
that  a  fi.  fa.  on  a  judgment  recovered  against  P.,  issued,  and  was  deli- 
vered to  the  defendant,  who  seized  P.'s  goods,  and  by  sale  thereof  levied 
the  sum  endorsed  on  the  writ,  but  did  not  render  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
falsely  returned  that  the  goods  remained  in  his  hands  for  want  of  buyers : 
by  means  whereof  the  plaintiff  lost  the  means  of  obtaining  the  money 
endorsed.  The  defendant  pleaded  three  pleas,  aU  alleging  that  the  judg- 
ment was  obtained  on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  and  not  on  a  cognovit  a€- 
tianem  signed  after  declaration  filed,  nor  in  an  adverse  action.  One  <tf 
the  pleas  alleged  that  P.  became  a  bankrupt,  and  tkjiat  issued  against 
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bim  before  the  sale ;  and  that  an  assignee  was  appointed.  Another  plea 
allied  that  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  bankruptcy  before  the  sale,  and 
the^  defendant  before  the  return ;  and  that  the  defendant,  in  his  return, 
after  stating  that  the  goods  remained  in  his  hands  for  want  of  buyers, 
added  that  the  assignees  had  claimed  the  goods.  Another  of  the  pleas 
alleged  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  by  way 
of  fraudulent  preference.  On  special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  that 
the  pleas  were  argumentative  traverses  of  the  defendant's  being  guilty 
of  the  grievances  alleged,  and  omitted  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
sustained,  and  could  not  possibly  sustain  damage, — it  was  held,  that  the 
pleas  were  all  good,  as  showing  that  the  plaintiff  had  suffered  no  damage 
by  the  false  return ;  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  aver  expressly  that 
BO  damage  could  possibly  arise ;  and  that  they  were  not  argumentative 
*pleas  of  not  guilty,  but  negatived  the  suggestion  of  damage  aris-  r^-t  A^r 
ing  upon  the  defendant's  admitted  breach  of  duty.  Wright  v.  ^ 
Newton,  3  Scott,  596,  and  Sutherland  v.  Pratt,  11  M.  &  W.  296,  also 
show  that  there  may  be  a  plea  to  special  damage.  And  in  Robinson 
V.  Marchant,  7  Q.  B.  918,  926,  Lord  Dbnman,  C.  J.,  says :  "  A  plea  to 
the  damage  only  is  bad,  unless  the  damage  is  so  essentially  the  cause  of 
action  that  without  it  the  action  could  not  be  maintained.  Words  spoken 
of  a  trader  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  and  imputing  insolvency,  are  action- 
able in  themselves.  But  it  is  argued,  for  the  defendant,  that  the  damage 
here  complained  of  includes  not  only  such  as  might  accrue  to  the  plain- 
tiff alone,  but  the  special  damage  which  the  firm  is  said  to  have  sustained, 
and  that  the  two  cannot,  for  the  present  purpose,  be  distinguished. 
Whether  this  would  have  been  a  sufficient  objection  or  not,  on  special 
demurrer  to  the  declaration,  it  is  not  necessary  to  say.  On  a  trial,  the 
special  damage  might,  and  must,  have  been  separated  from  the  more 
general  damage,  and  the  jury,  in  their  verdict,  might  have  considered 
the  last  without  the  first."  [Maulb,  J.,  referred  to  The  Cross-Keys 
Bridge  Company  v.  Rawlings,  8  N.  C.  71,  8  Scott,  400,  where  to  a  de- 
claration for  carelessly  impinging  with  a  ship  against  the  plaintiffs' 
bridge,  and  thereby  doing  damage,  the  defendants  pleaded,  that  the 
plaintiff  improperly  narrowed  the  channel  by  an  obstruction,  without 
this  that  the  damage  was  occasioned  by  the  carelessness  of  the  defend- 
ants ;  and  it  was  held,  that,  under  this  plea,  the  defendants  were  entitled 
to  give  evidence  in  disproof  of  carelessness,  after  they  had  failed  to  esta- 
blish the  obstruction  imputed  to  the  plaintiffs.]  The  special  damage  is 
not  the  wrongful  act  complained  of,  and  therefore  is  not  put  in  issue  by 
the  plea  of  not  guilty. 

*j5f.  Chamber 9  and  Bramwellj  in  support  of  the  rule.    The  point  r*  J43 
last  urged  was  not  made  at  the  trial,  and  therefore  it  is  not  com- 
petent to  the  plaintiff  to  urge  it  now.(a)     The  special  <lamage  is  clearly 
trayersed  by  not  guilty.    In  Norton  v.  Scholefield,  9  M.  4;  W.  666,  in 

(a)  See  Arcbbold'g  Practice,  8th  edit,  Vol.  II.  p.  1323,  and  tbe  eMei  there  cited. 
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«ase  for  erecting  a  cess-pool  near  a  well,  and  thereby  contaminating  the 
water  of  the  well,  it  was  held  that  the  plea  of  not  guilty  put  in  issae 
both  the  fact  of  the  making  of  the  cess-pool,  and  that  of  the  water  being 
thereby  contaminated.  There  was  no  plea  of  not  guilty  in  Perring  v. 
Harris :  and  the  same  remark  applies  to  nearly  all  the  cases  cited.  In 
Smith  V.  Thomas,  the  dictum  was  obiter;  the  plea  was  manifestly  bad 
on  general  demurrer.  In  Wylie  v.  Birch,  the  plea  did  not  simply  deny 
the  damage,  but  contained  a  statement  of  other  affirmative  matter :  it 
was  a  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance. 

GoLTMAN,  J.  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether  a  plea  to  the  spe- 
cial damage  would  have  been  allowed  in  this  case.  The  effect  of  the  plea 
of  not  guilty  may  be,  to  admit  that  the  pupils  were  lost,  but  to  deny  that 
ihey  were  lost  in  consequence  of  the  words  spoken :  like  the  case  of  aa 
action  for  driving  over  and  breaking  the  plaintiff's  leg, — the  plea  of  not 
guilty  does  not  deny  that  the  leg  was  broken,  but  it  puts  in  issue  whether, 
it  was  broken  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant.  So,  here,  it  seemft 
to  me  that  the  special  damage  alleged  was  sufficiently  traversed  by  nol 
guilty,  and  that  Mr.  BramwelTs  argument  must  prevail. 

Maule,  J.  The  substance  of  the  charge  in  the  declaration,  is,  that, 
the  defendant  has  inflicted  injury  upon  the  plaintiff  by  the  speaking  of 
"^1491  ^^^^  ^^^  '^'actionable  per  se»  The  plea  of  not  guilty,  in  effect, 
"^  says  that  the  defendant  did  not  injure  the  plaintiff  in  the  manner 
alleged :  it  therefore  puts  in  issue  the  infliction  of  the  wrong  in  the  mode 
described.  It  does  not  follow,  that,  where  an  injury  is  stated  to  have 
occurred  from  the  doing  by  the  defendant  of  an  act  which  is  not  in  itself 
actionable,  the  defendant  may  not  be  at  liberty  to  deny  that  the  injury 
resulted  from  that  act,  by  a  plea  l^s  extensive  than  not  guilty :  as,  in 
the  case  of  a  collision  between  two  vessels,  in  one  of  which  the  plaintiff 
is  a  passenger,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in  issue,  whether  the  collision 
occurred  through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  and  also  whether  the 
plaintiff  sustained  the  alleged  injury  by  such  means :  but  the  defendant 
may  admit  the  collision,  and  deny  the  damage ;  or  he  may  deny  the  col- 
lision, and  admit  the  damage.  It  does  not  follow  that  because  by  a  cer- 
tain form  of  pleading  the  defendant  might  have  put  in  issue  less,  the  plea 
of  not  guilty  should  not  still  be  allowed  to  put  in  issue  everything  which 
is  not  by  the  new  rules  prohibited  from  being  put  in  issue.  I  think  not 
guilty  puts  in  issue  the  special  damage,  where  that  is  substantially  the 
thing  complained  of. 

Gresswsll,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  it  is  impossible 
to  distinguish  this  case  from  Norton  v.  Scholefield,  and  the  ordinary  cases 
of  consequential  damage. 

V.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  Perring  v.  Harris, 
there  was  no  denial  of  the  wrongful  act  complained  of,  but  merely  a 
plea  denying  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  be  assessed.  The  case  is 
not  an  authority  for  the  position  for  which  it  is  cited. 

Rule  absolute. 
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By  a£r««ment  between  A.  and  B., — ^reeiUng  that  B.  had,  a«  he  was  advised  and  belieTod, — ^legally 
and  effectnaUy  pat  an  end  to  a  oertain  lease  granted  to  C,  and  dated  the  18th  of  Jaly,  183% 
of  a  eertain  fann,  Ac,  by  entry  thereon  under  a  power  therein  contained,  by  reason  of  the 
hankroptey  of  C. ;  and  that  B.  had  agreed  to  grant  a  lease  of  the  farm,  &o.,  to  A.,  for  twenty- 
«ne  yean  from  the  29th  of  September,  1844,  at  the  same  rents,  Ac.,  as  the  same  had  been  held 
by  C.^ — ^it  was  agreed  that  B.  shonid  grant  and  A.  accept  a  lease,  at  a  certain  rent,  payable 
quarterly, — the  said  lease  to  commence  on  the  said  29th  of  September,  1844,  if  the  defendant 
could  then  legally  make  and  execute  the  same,  or  so  soon  after  as  the  defendant  should  be  in. 
a  situation  to  grant  the  same;  that  such  lease  should  contain  the  same  covenanta,  Ac.^  as  the 
lease  to  C ;  and  that  A.  should  pay  to  B.,  on  possession  being  delivered  to  him,  5002.  as  a  pre- 
mium  for  the  lease  so  to  be  granted. 

A.  was  let  into  possession,  and  occupied  the  farm  for  about  two  years,  paying  the  rent;  and  he 

«  alao,  within  that  time,  paid  B.  2501.  in  part  of  the  500^  premium ;  but,  the  Jiat  agunst  0. 
hAving  been  superseded,  B.  was  unable  to  grant  the  lease  to  A. 

A.  thereupon  brought  an  action  for  the  breach  of  contract,  alleging  in  his  declaration,  that  ha 

.  had  always  been  ready  and  wUIing  to  accept  a  lease,  that  the  29th  of  September,  1844,  and  a 

reasonable  time  for  B.  to  grant  the  lease,  had  elapsed  and  that  B.  was  in  a  situation  to  grant  a 

lease.    A.  also  sought  to  recover  back  the  2502.  as  money  had  and  received,  upon  a  failure  of 

consideration : — 

field,  that  the  recital  in  the  agreement,  and  proof  of  declarations  made  by  B.  that  C.'s  lease  wa<. 
void  and  good  for  nothing,  were  primd/aei^  evidence,  as  against  R,  that  he  had  power  to  grant 
the  lease  :  but  that,  it  appearing  also  by  the  recitals  in  the  agreement,  that  the  lease  to  0.  was 
supposed  to  be  void  by  reason  of  C's  bankruptcy,  such  primd/aeU  case  was  rebutted  by  proof 
of  the  mptnedeoB  of  the/cil  against  C. ;  and^  consequently,  that  B.  was  entitled  to  the  verdiet 
upon  an  issue  as  to  his  ability  to  grant  the  lease. 

Held,  also,  that  the  production  of  the  tupentdea*  was  suflSoient  proof  of  the  issuing  of  the  fiat 
against  C,  and  of  the  foot  of  its  having  been  superseded. 

Bnt»  held,  that  A.  was  entitled  to  reoover  back  the  25(M.,  as  money  piUd  upon  a  consideration 
which  had  fuled. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration, 
stated,  that,  before  the  29th  of  September,  1844,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  of 
July,  1844,  by  a  certain  agreement  in  writing  then  made  between  the 
defendant  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiflf  of  the  other  part, — after 
reciting  that  the  defendant  did,  on  a  certain  day  then  past,  to  wit,  on  the 
25th  of  July  then  instant,  as  he  was  advised  and  believed,  legally  and 
*efiectually  put  an  end  to  a  certain  lease  granted  by  one  James  r4ci  5;! 
Esdaile  to  one  Samuel  Hammond  the  younger,  and  bearing  date 
the  18th  of  July,  1839,  of  a  certain  farm  called  Hunt's  Farm,  by  entry 
thereon  under  the  power  to  him  for  that  purpose  contained  in  the  said, 
lease,  by  reason  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said.  Samwil  ffammond  the 
younger  ;  and  after  farther  reciting  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  agreed 
to  grant  a  lease  of  the  said  farm  to  the  plaintiff,  for  twenty-one  years 
from  the  29th  of  September,  1844,  at  the  same  rents,  and  under  the 
same  terms  as  the  same  farm  was  then  lately  held  by  the  said  Samuel 
Hammond  the  younger,  save  and  except  of  such  part  thereof  as  con- 
sisted of  a  certain  cottage  and  premises  in  the  said  lease  mentioned  to 
be  in  the  occupation  of  one  Edward  Hook,  upon  the  following  terms  and 
conditions, — ^it  was  mutually  agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  th^ 
defendant,  that  the  defendant  should  grants  and  the  plaintiff  should 
accept,  a  lease  of  all  the  said  farm  and  land  (except  the  said  cottage  and 

i2 
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premises  in  the  said  lease  stated  to  be  in  the  occapation  of  the  said 
Edward  Hook,  and  also  except  the  timber,  game,  fish,  and  wild  fowl,  and 
liberties,  as  in  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Samuel  Hammond  the  younger 
are  excepted),  at  the  yearly  rent  of  3162.  89.  clear  of  all  deductions, 
excepting  land-tax,  and  payable  quarterly ;  the  said  lease  so  agreed  to 
be  granted  and  accepted  as  aforesaid,  to  commence  on  the  said  29th  of 
September,  1844,  if  the  defendant  could  then  legally  make  and  execute 
the  same,  or  so  soon  after  as  the  defendant  should  be  in  a  situation  to 
grant  the  same :  that  it  was  thereby  further  agreed  by  and  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  that  the  said  yearly  rent  should  commence 
from  the  commencement  of  the  term,  or  on  possession  being  given,  which 
should  first  happen,  and  should  be  paid  quarterly;  that  the  plaintiff 
^^-  should  pay  such  further  *rents  as  were  provided  for  and  reserved 
^  by  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Samuel  Hammond  the  younger ;  and 
that  the  said  lease  so  to  be  granted  and  accepted  as  aforesaid,  should 
contain  the  same  or  the  like  covenants,  provisoes,  conditions,  and  agree- 
ments as  were  contained  in  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Samuel  Hammond 
the  younger,  and  such  further  covenants  and  agreements  as  were  usual, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  country:  that  it  was  thereby  further 
agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff 
should  pay  down  to  the  defendant,  on  possession  being  delivered  to  him 
of  the  said  farm  thereby  agreed  to  be  demised  to  him,  except  the  said 
cottage  as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  5007.  as  a  bonus  or  premium  for  the  said 
lease  so  to  be  granted  and  accepted  as  aforesaid,  and  also  should  pay  all 
the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  the  said  agreement,  and  a  counter- 
part thereof,  and  should  execute  and  deliver  a  counterpart  of  the  said 
lease  so  to  be  granted  and  accepted  as  aforesaid,  to  the  defendant, — ^the 
game  agreement  and  lease  and  counterparts  to  be  prepared  by  the  solici- 
tor of  the  defendant :  and  that  it  was  further  agreed  by  and  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  require,  call 
for,  or  see,  or  investigate,  the  title  of  the  defendant:  Mutual  premises : 
Averment,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  promise  of  the  defendant, 
and  before  the  said  29th  of  September,  1844,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of 
August,  1844,  possession  of  the  said  farm,  &c.  (except  the  said  cottage 
as  aforesaid),  was  delivered  to  the'  plaintiff  under  the  said  agreement ; 
and  that,  on  such  possession  being  delivered  to  him  as  aforesaid,  he,  the 
plaintiff,  relying  on  the  said  promise  of  the  defendant,  paid  to  the 
defendant,  and  the  defendant  then  received  of  the  plaintiff,  a  large  sum 
of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  2507.,  in  part  payment  and  satisfaction  of 
*1  ^^1  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  500L  so  agreed  to  be  '''paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
•^  defendant,  as  a  bonus  or  premium  for  the  said  lease  as  aforesaid ; 
and  that,  although  he,  the  plaintiff,  had  always  from  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  said  agreement,  continually,  been  ready  and  willing  to 
accept  the  said  lease  so  agreed  to  be  granted  and  accepted  as  afore- 
said^ and  to  execute  and  deliver  a  counterpart  thereof  to  the  defendant, 
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according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement ;  and  although  the  said 
29th  of  September,  1844,  and  a  reasonable  time  for  the  defendant  to 
grant  the  said  lease  so  agreed  to  be  granted  as  aforesaid,  had  elapsed 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  and  although  the  defendant,  on 
the  said  last-mentioned  day,  and  from  thence  continually  hitherto,  was 
in  a  situation  to  grant,  and  could  legally  make  and  execute,  such  lease 
as  last  aforesaid,  and  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  had  notice  of  the 
said  several  premises  thereinbefore  mentioned ;  yet  that  the  defendant, 
disregarding  his  said  promise,  did  not  nor  would,  on  the  said  29th  of 
September,  1844,  or  at  any  other  time,  though  often  requested  so  to  do, 
grant  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  lease  so  agreed  to  be  granted  and  accepted 
as  aforesaid,  but  had  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do ;  and  that 
thereby  the  plaintiff  not  only  had  lost  and  been  deprived  of  the  benefits 
and  advantages  of  the  said  lease  so  agreed  to  be  granted  and  accepted 
as  aforesaid,  and  of  divert  large  gains  and  profits,  to  wit,  to  the  amount 
of  500Z.,  which  would  have  accrued  to  him  from  the  granting  of  the 
same,  but  had  also  lost  and  been  deprived  of  the  use  of  the  said  sum  of 
money  so  paid  by  him  to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  in  part  payment 
and  satisfaction  of  the  said  sum  of  500Z.  so  agreed  to  be  paid  as  a  bonus 
or  premium  for  the  said  lease  as  aforesaid. 

There  was  also  a  count  for  money  had  and  received. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — first,  non  assumpsit  to  both  counts, — secondly, 
to  the  first  count,  that  the  '^'plaintiff  was  not  ready  jand  willing  to  ^^^ _. 
accept  the  lease, — thirdly,  to  the  first  count,  that  the  plaintiff  had  L 
not  paid  or  offered  to  pay  any  part  of  the  residue  of  the  500/., — fourthly, 
to  the  first  count,  that  the  plaintiff  had  not,  until  the  bringing  of  the 
action,  been  in  a  situation  to  grant,  and  could  not  legally  grant,  the  lease, 
— ^fifthly,  to  the  first  count,  that  a  reasonable  time  for  granting  the  lease 
had  not  elapsed. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Goleridgb,  J.,  at  the  Chelmsford  spring 
assizes,  1848.  The  facts  that  appeared  in  evidence  were  as  follows : — 
On  the  18th  of  July,  1839,  one  James  Esdaile  granted  to  one  Samuel 
Hanmaond  the  younger,  a  farm  at  Upminster,  in  the  county  of  Essex, 
for  twenty-one  years :  this  lease  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
Hammond  not  to  assign  without  consent  in  writing ;  and  a  power  of  re- 
entry was  reserved  to  Esdaile  in  case  of  Hammond's  bankruptcy  or 
insolvency.  After  the  grant  of  this  lease,  Esdaile  conveyed  his  interest 
in  the  farm  to  Colls.  In  1844,  a  fiat  issued  against  Hammond,  under 
which  he  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt ;  whereupon  Colls  re-entered,  under 
the  power  reserved  in  the  lease  of  the  18th  of  July,  1839,  and,  on  the 
26th  of  July,  1844,  entered  into  an  agreement  to  grant  a  lease  of  the 
farm  to  Wright.     The  agreement  was  as  follows : — 

"  Agreement  made  the  26th  of  July,  1844,  between  Christmas  Wil- 
liam Colls  of  the  one  part,  and  James  Alfred  Wright,  of  Brentwood, 
Essex,  gentleman,  of  the  other  part :  Whereas  the  said  C.  W.  Colls  did, 
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on  the  25th  of  this  instant  July,  as  he  is  advised  and  believes,  legally  and 
effectually  put  an  end  to  the  lease  granted  by  James  Esdaile,  Esq.,  to 
Bamuel  Hammond  the  younger,  and  bearing  date  the  18th  of  July,  1889, 
of  Hunt*s  Farm,  in  IJpminster,  Essex,  by  entry  thereon  under  the  power 
*1  f^^i  ^  ^™  ^^^  ^^^^  purpose  contained  in  *the  said  lease,  by  reason  of 

^  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said  Samuel  Hammond  the  younger,  and  he 
hath  agreed  to  grant  a  lease  thereof  to  the  said  J.  A.  Wright,  for  twenty- 
one  years  from  the  29th  of  September,  1844,  at  the  same  rents  and 
under  the  same  terms  as  the  same  farm  was  lojtely  held  by  the  said  Samuel 
Hammond,  save  and  except  such  part  thereof  as  consists  of  the  cot- 
tage and  premises  in  the  said  lease  mentioned  to  be  in  the  occupation  of 
the  said  Edward  Hook,— on  the  following  terms  and  conditions :  It  is 
therefore  hereby  mutually  agreed  by  and  between  the  said  C.  W,  Colls 
and  J.  A.  Wright,  that  the  said  C.  W.  Colls  shall  grant,  and  the  said  J. 
A.  Wright  shall  accept,  a  lease  of  all  the  said  farm  and  land  (except  the 
cottage  and  premises  in  the  said  lease  stated  to  be  in  the  occupation  of 
Edward  Hook,  and  with  such  exception  of  timber,  and  of  game,  fish,  and 
wild-fowl,  and  liberties,  as  in  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Samuel  Hammond 
are  excepted),  at  the  yearly  rent  of  3167.  8«.,  clear  of  all  deductions 
except  land-tax,  and  payable  quarterly.  The  lease  to  commence  on  the 
29th  of  September"  next,  if  the  said  C.  W.  Colls  can  then  legally  make 
and  execute  a  lease  thereof,  or  as  soon  after  as  the  said  C.  W.  Colls  shall 
be  in  a  situation  to  grant  a  lease.  The  said  yearly  rent  to  commence 
from  the  commencement  of  the  term,  or  on  possession  being  given,  which 
shall  first  happen,  and  to  be  paid  quarterly.  The  said  J.  A.  Wright  also 
to  pay  such  further  rents  as  are  provided  for  and  reserved  by  the  said 
lease  to  the  said  Samuel  Hammond.  The  lease  to  contain  the  same  or 
the  like  covenants,  provisoes,  conditions,  and  agreements  as  are  contained 
in  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Samuel  Hammond,  and  such  further  cove- 
nants and  agreements  as  are  usual,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  country. 
The  said  J.  A.  Wright  to  pay  down  to  the  said  C.  W.  Colls,  on  possession 
being  delivered  to  him  of  the  said  farm  hereby  agreed  to  be  demised  to 
*1  ^f{^  ^™  '^'(oxcept  the  said  cottage  as  aforesaid),  the  sum  of  500?.,  as 

-■  a  bonus  or  premium  for  the  said  lease ;  and  also  to  pay  all  the 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  this  agreement,  and  a  counterpart  thereof, 
and  of  the  said  lease,  and  of  a  counterpart  thereof,  and  to  execute  and 
deliver  a  counterpart  of  such  lease  to  the  said  C.  W.  Colls :  the  same 
agreement  and  lease  and  counterparts  to  be  prepared  by  the  solicitor  of 
the  said  C.  W.  Colls.  The  said  J.  A.  Wright  is  not  to  require,  or  to  call 
for,  or  to  see  or  investigate,  the  title  of  the  said  C.  W.  Colls.  The  said 
J.  A.  Wright  to  take  the  growing  crops  at  a  valuation,  to  be  made  by 
two  arbitrators,  one  to  be  named  by  each  party,  with  power  for  those  two 
arbitrators  to  name  an  umpire ;  the  award  of  any  two  of  them  to  be 
binding.  And,  in  case  either  party  shall  refuse  or  neglect,  for  ten  days, 
to  name  an  arbitrator,  after  tiie  other  party  h&s  named  an  arbitrator. 
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then  the  arbitrator  so  named'shall  have  power  to  name  another  arbitrator, 
'  and  he  and  Buch  arbitrator  so  named  bj  him,  shall  have  liberty  to  name 
an  umpire,  if  they  cannot  agree ;  and  the  award  of  any  two  of  them  to 
be  binding.  But,  if  the  said  C.  W.  Colls  should  not  have  legal  right  to 
sell  the  said  crops,  he  is  not  to  be  bound  so  to  do.  Witness,  the  hands 
,  of  the  said  parties,"  &c. 

Under  this  agreement,  the  plaintiff  was  let  into  possession  of  the  farm, 
which  he  occupied  for  two  years,  during  which  he  duly  paid  the  rent 
reserved,  and  also  paid  250Z.  of  the  5007.  bonus.  Hammond  having  pre- 
sented a  petition  to  the  court  of  review,  in  January,  1845,  obtained  a 
$upersedeas  of  the^o^  against  him ;  and  in  1846  commenced  an  ejectment 
to  recover  possession  of  the  farm. 

One  Woodward,  who  was  called  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, proved  that  the  defendant  had  *repeatedly  declared  to  him  _^^  .- 
that  Hammond's  lease  was  void,  and  good  for  nothing.  L 

It  also  appeared,  that,  in  September,  1844,  a  draft  lease  had  been 
submitted  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  and  returned  by 
him  approved. 

The  only  evidence  of  the  issuing  of  a  fiat  against  Hammond,  was,  the 
production  of  a  supersedeas^  which  the  learned  judge  ruled  to  be  sufficient 
for  that  purpose. 

As  to  the  first  issue,  the  learned  judge  merely  left  it  to  the  jury  to  find 
what  damages  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  by  the  defendant's  breach  of 
.contract.  Upon  the  second  issue,  he  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the 
plaintiff,  which  they  did :  upon  the  third  issue,  he  directed  them  to  find 
for  the  defendant ;  they,  however,  found  that  issue  for  the  plaintiff: 
'upon  the  fourth  issue,  he  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, — ^reserving 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  on  that  issue  for  the 
defendant,  if  the  court  should  think  him  so  entitled :  upon  the  fifth  issue, 
he  gave  the  jury  no  direction,  and  that  issue  they  found  for  the  plaintiff: 
and,  as  to  the  count  for  money  had  and  received,  the  learned  judge  told 
the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  2507.  which  he  had 
paid  on  account  of  the  5002.  premium. 

The  jury  thereupon  assessed  the  damages  on  the  first  count  at  502., 
and  on  the  second  at  2507. 

Shee^  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term,  1848,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  assessment  of  damages  upon 
the  two  counts  was  inconsistent :  and  also  to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  averment  in  the  declaration  that  the  plaintiff 
tendered,  or  was  ready  and  willing  to  pay,  the  2507.,  residue  of  the  5007. 

*Lu9h  and  ffawkins^  in  Hilary  vacation,  1849,  showed  cause,  p^^  .^ 
The  payment  of  the  5007.  was  not  a  condition  precedent :  that  ^ 
sum  was  to  be  paid  on  possession  being  given  of  the  farm  ;  but  the'  lease 
.\mB  not  to  be  granted  until  the  defendant  could  legally  execute  it.     In 
Pordage  v.  Cole,  1  Wms.  Baund,  819  7,  it  was  held,  that,  if  it  be  agreed 
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between  A.  and  B.,  that  B.  shall  pay  A.  a  sum  ot  money  for  his  lands, 
Ae.,  on  a  particular  day,  these  words  amount  to  a  covenant  by  A,  to 
convey  the  lands ;  for,  agreed  is  the  word  of  both ;  but  it  is  an  inde- 
pendent covenant,  and  A.  may  bring  an  action  for  the  money  before  taxj 
conveyance  by  him  of  the  land.  This  case  falls  precisely  within  the  first 
rule  in  the  notes  to  that  case,(a)  where  it  is  said :  ''  If  a  day  be  appointed 
for  payment  of  money,  or  part  of  it,  or  for  doing  any  otl\er  act,  and  the 
day  18  to  happen,  or  may  happen,  before  the  thing  which  is  the  consider- 
ation of  the  money,  or  other  act,  is  to  be  performed,  an  action  may  be 
brought  for  the  money,  or  for  not  doing  such  other  act,  before  perform- 
ance ;  for,  it  appears  that  the  party  relied  upon  his  remedy ,  and  did  not 
intend  to  make  the  performance  a  condition  precedent :  and  so  it  is  where 
no  time  is  fixed  for  performance  of  that  which  is  the  consideration  of  the 
money  or  the  act.(i)  This  seems  to  be  the  ground  of  the  judgment  in 
this  case  of  Pordage  v.  Cole,  the  money  being  appointed  to  be  paid  on  a 
fixed  day,  which  might  happen  before  the  lands  were,  or  could  be,  con- 
veyed." [Maule,  J.  Pordage  v.  Oole  would  apply,  if  this  were  an 
4ci  ron  ^^^01^  fof  ^^G  non-payment  of  the  money.     *  Where  the  two  acts 

*^  -I  are  to  be  done  concurrently,  or  the  act  to  be  done  by  the  plain- 
tiff is  to  be  done  before  the  other,  the  plaintiff  must  aver  that  he  was 
ready  and  willing  to  do  it.]  If  the  covenants  are  distinct  and  independ- 
ent, neither  need  aver  performance  on  his  part. 

The  finding  upon  the  third  plea  aids  the  defect,  if  there  be  any,  in 
the  declaration.  The  jury  have  negatived  that  plea.  [Gressweli.,  J. 
Every  part  of  it  ?]  Yes.  [Grbsswell,  J.  Then  they  find  that  the 
plaintiff  has  paid  the  whole  500{.  Maule,  J.  The  verdict  upon  the 
issue  on  de  injurid  to  that  plea,  only  finds  that  enough  of  the  plea  is 
disproved  to  make  the  traverse  insufficient.]  It  negatives  the  excuse. 
[Maule,  J.  No ;  it  affirms  that  some  one  of  the  necessary  component 
parts  of  the  excuse,  is  not  true.]  This  is  somewhat  analogous  to  the  case 
of  Brooke  v.  Brooke,  1  Sid.  184,  where,  in  trespass  for  taking  a  hook, 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  he  had  a  way  to  a  certain  wood,  over  the  land 
of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  was  passing  along  it,  and  the  plaintiff  endeavoured 
to  cut  his  harness,  and  to  wound  him  with  the  said  hook,  and  that  there- 
fore he  took  the  hook  out  of  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  and  delivered  it 
to  a  constable,  &c.  Issue  was  taken  upon  the  right  of  way,  and  a  ver- 
dict was  found  for  the  plaintiff.  It  was  afterwards  moved,  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  shown  in  his  declaration  that  the 
hook  was  in  his  possession :  and  it  was  agreed  by  the  court,  that,  if  the 
defendant  had  pleaded  not  guilty  only,  the  judgment  would  have  been 
arrested,  because  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  had  not  alleged  that  the 
hook  was  his,  nor  shown  that  it  was  in  his  possession.    But  the  court 

(«)  1  Wmi.  SftOnd.  320  b,  n.  (4). 

(6)  CitiDg  Dyer,  76  a,  in  margia ;  Thorpe  e.  Thorpe,  1  8«Ik.  ITl,  1  Ld.  Raym.  66S»  1  LiAw. 
3M,  13  Mod.  461 ;  per  VUoM,  C.  J^  Peter  o.  Opie,  1  Vent  1T7,  3  Sannd.  350;  Callooel  v.  Bngs^ 
1  Sdk.  113;  Teny  «.  Bontie,  3  H.  BIm.  389;  CampbeU  «.  Jonei,  •  T.  R.  572. 
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ifere  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  had  by  his  special  plea  made  the  declar> 
nttion  good ;  for,  he  pleaded  that  he  took  the  hook  tmtof  the  posieswm 
of  the  *plaintiff ;  wherefore  the  plaintiff  might  well  maintain  tiie  r*|gA 
action,  npon  his  possession,  without  any  property.  [Maulb,  J^  '- 
That  proceeded  upon  the  admission  in  the  plea,  which  admitted  the  taking, 
*  and  described  the  mode  of  taking  consistently  with  the  declaration.] 
Upon  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  court  is  bound  to  look  at  the 
whole  record,  and  at  the  finding.  Here,  the  jury  must  be  taken  to  have 
found,  upon  the  whole  record,  that  it  was  not  true,  as  alleged  in  the  third 
plea,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  residue  of 
the  5002.  [Maulb,  J.  I  think  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  call  for  the 
lease,  until  he  had  paid,  or  was  ready  to  pay  the  remaining  2502.]  If 
the  declaration  be  good,  as  it  is  submitted  it  is,  without  the  averment 
of  readiness  and  willingness,  and  the  payment  of  the  whole  5002.  was 
not  a  condition  precedent,  the  plea  is  immaterial  and  bad,  and  the  court 
will  not  grant  a  new  trial. 

Upon  the  fourth  plea,  the  verdict  was  properly  found  for  the  plaintiff. 
There  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  unable  to  grant 
the  lease.  On  the  contrary,  there  was  evidence  whence  the  jury  might 
fairly  infer  the  contrary ;  there  was  the  recital  in  the  agreement,  and  the 
defendant's  declarations  to  Woodward  that  Hammond's  lease  was  void 
and  good  for  nothing ;  and  a  draft  lease  had  actually  been  prepared,  and 
submitted  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  by  him  returned  approved. 
The  way  in  which  it  was  attempted  to  show  the  defendant's  inability  to 
grant  the  lease  to  the  plaintiff,  was,  by  showing  that  the  fiat  against 
Hammond  had  been  superseded ;  and  the  only  evidence  of  that  was,  the 
production  of  the  supersedeas.  No  fiat  was  put  in.  Nor  was  Hammond's 
lease  produced,  so  that  it  might  be  seen  whether  or  not  the  circumstance 
of  ^fiat  having  issued  against  him,  operated  a  forfeiture.  It  was  proved, 
indeed,  that,  in  Hilary  term,  1846,  a  ^declaration  in  ejectment  was  r«i  g^ 
served  by  Hammond :  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  action  was 
prosecuted. 

As  to  the  alleged  inconsistency  of  the  finding  of  damages  on  the  first 
and  second  counts, — ^that  merely  arises  from  the  jury  having  erroneously 
severed  the  damages :  the  whole  damages  should  have  been  given  on  the 
first  count.  [Maulb,  J.  And  a  verdict  found  for  the  defendant  on  the 
second  count.?]    Tes. 

tSkeey  Serjt.,  and  BramweU^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  agreement 
was  one  entire  agreement,  all  the  stipulations  on  the  one  side  being  the 
consideration  for  what  was  to  be  done  on  the  other  side:  Hunt  v.  Silk, 
5  East,  449.  The  direction  of  the  learned  judge,  therefore,  was  clearly 
•wrong :  there  having  been  no  entire  failure  of  consideration,  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  2602. 

*   The  fourth  plea  ought  unquestionably  to  have  been  found  for  the  de« 
fendant.    There  was  abundant  evidence  to  show  that  ho  never  was  in  a 


161  WBIOHT  V.  COLLS.   T,  V.  1«49- 


ritaation  to  grant  a  lease — ^that  the  tide  was  in  a  state  of  disquietude^. 
The  declarations  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the  defendant  to  Wood- 
ward, are  to  be  explained  by  the  circumstance  of  Hammond's  bankruptcy. 
Gervis  v.  The  Grand  Western  Canal  Company,  5  M.  &  Sel.  76,  and  Led- 
better  t;.  Salt,  4  Bingh.  628,  1  M.  &  P.  597,  are  distinct  authorities  to 
show  that  the  supersedeas  was  sufficient  evidence  that  ^fiat  had  issued 
against  Hammond,  and  that  it  had  been  superseded*  [Maule,  J.  In 
Gervis  v*  The  Grand  Western  Canal  Company,  the  court  treat  a  com*, 
mission  and  a  supersedeas  as  a  proceeding  of  a  competent  tribunal,  that 
is  evidence  against  all  the  world, — a  proceeding  in  rem^  like  an  adjudica-. 
tion  in  a  prize  court.]  Or  in  an  ecclesiastical  court.(a) 
*1621  "^^^^  fi^^^  ^^^®  should  have  been  found  for  the  defendant. 
-^  [GoLTMAN,  J.  The  allegation  in  that  plea  must  mean,  a  reason- 
able time  from  the  period  at  which  the  defendant  should  be  in  a  condition 
to  grant  a  lease.]    Precisely  so. 

As  to  the  damages, — ^the  two  findings  are  clearly  inconsistent  and  in- 
congruous. The  plaintiff 's  right  to  damages  on  the  first  issue,  is  founded 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  defendant  has  failed  to  do  that  which  he 
was  bound  by  the  contract  to  do,  viz.  to  grant  a  lease.  That  involves 
the  question  raised  by  the  fourth  issue — ^whether  the  defendant  was  in  a 
situation  legally  to  grant  a  lease.  The  finding  on  the  first  issue  proceeds 
on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  could  have  granted  a  lease :  and  the 
finding  of  damages  on  the  second  count  proceeds  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  did  not  and  could  not  grant  a  lease.  The  2501.  could  only  be 
recov^able  if  the  consideration  wholly  failed. 

The  first  count  is  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment,  for  the  reason  already 
stated.  Our.  adv.  wM. 

CoLTMAN,  J.,  now  delivered  tbe  judgment  of  the  court, — after  stating 
the  agreement  and  the  pleadings, — as  follows : — 

On  showing  cause  against  the  rule,  it  was  not  denied  that  the  third 
issue  ought  to  have  been  found  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  having 
only  paid  250Z.,  in  part  of  500Z.  mentioned  in  the  agreement.  But  it 
was  contended  that  there  was  no  ground  for  granting  a  new  trial  on  that 
account,  tbe  plea  being,  as  was  insisted,  an  immaterial  plea, — the  pay-, 
ment  of  the  sum  of  500^  not  being,  it  was  said,  a  condition  precedent. 

With  respect  to  the  fourth  issue,  it  was  contended  that  the  verdict  was 
properly  found  for  the  plaintiff.  The  burthen  of  proof  lay  on  the 
plaintiff,  who  had  alleged  in  his  declaration  that  the  defendant  could 
'*'1631  ^^^^  '^'granted  a  lease :  but  he  contended  that  the  recital  at  the 
commencement  of  the  agreement  was  primd  facie  evidence  against 
the  defendant,  that  he  had  power  to  grant  it ;  and  there  was  evidence 
given  of  declarations  made  by  the  defendant  to  one  Woodward,  that 
Hammond's  lease  was  void  and  good  for  nothing.  It  may  be  true  that 
this  evidence,  though  slight,  was  such  as  the  jury  might  have  acted  upon, 

(a)  Oti  in  the  Bxobequeri  upon  a  wifare  of  goods  forfeited.    Mmui.  Ezch.,  2d  editj  142. 
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i£  there  hftd  been  nothing  to  explain  it  But  it  appearSy  by  the  recitaU 
of  the  agreement,  that  the  lease  to  Hammond  was  supposed  to  be  void 
on  the  score  of  Hammond's  being  a  bankrupt ;  and  the  declarations  made 
to  Woodward,  had  reference,  no  doubt,  to  the  same  supposed  bankruptcy  y 
and,  therefore,  when  it  was  shown,  as  was  done  in  this  case,  that  thefiai 
against  Hammond  had  been  superseded,  that  fact  explained' the  j>nm^ 
facte  case  set  up  by  the  plaintiff,  and  led  strongly  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  defendant  had  not  any  power  to  make  a  lease.  The  verdict  on  this 
issue,  therefore,  seems  to  us  to  be  wrong ;  and  on  that  score  the  defend- 
ant will  be  entitled  to  have  the  verdict  on  the  fourth  issue  entered  for 
him,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved.  It  is,  therefore,  unnecessary  to 
decide  whether  the  verdict  on  the  third  issue  b  or  is  not  immaterial. 

The  remaining  question  is,  whether  there  is  evidence  to  enpport  the 
count  for  money  had  and  received.  The  agreement  in  this  case  was  so 
far  acted  upon  that  the  plaintiff  was  admitted  into  possession,  and  occu- 
pied the  land  for  two  years,  and  paid  250{.,  in  part  of  the  600{. ;  and,  it 
having  turned  out  in  the  end  that  no  lease  could  or  would  be  granted  to 
him,  he  claims  to  have  the  2601.  returned  to  him,  as  being  paid  on  a  con- 
sideration which  has  failed, — that  consideration  being,  as  the  plaintiff 
alleges,  the  promised  grant  to  him  of  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years.  The 
defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  contended  that  the  consideration  for  pay- 
ing the  sum  of  5002.  was  '^'not  solely  the  granting  of  the  lease,  but  r4c|g4 
that  the  whole  of  the  matters  agreed  to  be  done  on  the  one  side,  ^ 
was  the  consideration  for  the  whole  of  the  matters  to  be  done  on  the 
other  side.  It  may  be  admitted  that  such  is  in  general  the  case, — that 
the  whole  of  the  stipulations  on  the  one  side  are  the  consideration  for  the 
whole  of  the  stipulations  on  the  other :  but  such  is  not  necessarily  the 
case;  nor  is  it  the  case,  we  think,  in  this  agreement,  which  is  of  a 
special  nature ;  and  it  is  expressly  stated  in  it  that  the  sum  in  question 
is  a  bonus  or  premium  for  the  lease,  and  the  granting  of  the  lease  is  the 
particular  consideration  for  which  the  bonus  was  to  be  given. 

It  was  understood  between  the  parties  that  there  might  be  some  diffi- 
culty or  delay  in  granting  a  valid  lease ;  and  therefore  the  parties  con- 
templated the  commencement  of  a  tenancy  before  the  lease  was  granted ; 
and  the  yearly  rent  of  816Z.  8».  was  to  commence,  in  that  event,  from 
the  time  when  possession  was  delivered ;  and  the  sum  of  5002.  was  then 
to  be  paid.  But  it  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
parties  that  the  defendant  should  keep  the  sum  of  5002.,  if  he  never  made 
the  lease.  The  object  of  the  tenant  in  making  such  an  agreement  is,  that 
he  may  have  a  security  that  he  shall  keep  the  land  for  the  specified  term, 
so  that  he  may  safely  lay  out  money  in  improvemonts  at  the  commence- 
ment of  his  term,  of  which  he  may  reap  the  benefit  before  his  term  is 
expired.  He  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been  willing  to  pay 
an  annual  rent  for  the  possession  of  the  land,  but  not  to  be  willing  to  pay 
tke  bonus  or  premium,  unless  he  gets  the  security  of  the  term ;  and  there* 
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lore  it  is,  that,  in  express  terms,  he  states  that  the  money  is  to  be  paid 
as  a  bonus  for  the  lease,  not  as  a  consideration  for  making  the  agree- 
ment. The  lease,  then,  not  haying  been  granted,  the  consideration  most, 
after  such  a  lapse  of  time,  be  considered  to  have  failed,  and  the  count  for 
money  had  and  receired  is  maintainable. 

^-ioc-i       ^Under  this  state  of  circumstances,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
-^  have  the  verdict  entered  for  him  on  the  fourth  issue ;  and  the 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  other  issues  will  stand. 

Rule  accordingly. 


BEARD  t^.  EGERTON  and  Others.    June  25. 

In  the  eonstnietion  of  a  specificatioD,  tho  whole  instrament  must  be  taken  together,  and  a  lair 
and  reasonable  interpretation  giren  to  the  words 'used  in  it 

A  speeiflcation  of  a  patent  for ''  a  new  and  improved  method  of  obtaining  the  spoataneoos  repro- 
duction of  all  the  images  reoeived  on  the  focus  of  the  camera  obscora,"  in  describing  the 
process,  stated  it  to  bo  divided  into  five  operations: — "The  first  consists  in  polishing  and 
oleaning  the  silver  surface  of  the  plate,  in  order  to  properly  prepare  or  qualify  it  for  receiving 
the  sensitive  layer  or  coating  (iodine),  upon  which  the  action  of  the  light  tnMes  the  design ; 
the  second  operation  is,  the  applying  that  sensitive  layer  or  coating  to  the  silver  surface :  the 
third,  in  submitting  in  the  camera  obscnra  the  prepared  surface  or  plate  to  the  action  of  the 

.  ligh^  $o  that  it  may  receive  the  images :  the  fourth,  in  bringing  out  or  making  appear  the 
image,  picture,  or  representation,  which  is  not  visible  when  the  plate  is  first  taken  oat  of  the 
camera  obscura :  the  fifth  and  last  operation  is,  that  of  removing  the  sensitive  layer  or  coating, 
which  would  continue  to  be  afibcted  and  undergo  different  changes  firom  the  action  of  light, — 
(his  would  necessarily  tend  to  destroy  the  design  or  tracing  so  obtained  in  the  camera  obscura." 
Tt  then  proceeded  to  give  a  description  of  the  first  operation, — ^preparing  the  silver  surface  of 
the  plate;  the  concluding  part  of  which  directed  that  nitric  acid  dissolved  in  water  should  be 
applied  t&TM  different  times,  the  plate  being  each  time  sprinkled  with  pounce  and  lightly 
rubbed  with  cotton :  adding — "  When  the  plate  is  not  intended  for  immediate  use  or  operation, 
the  acid  may  be  used  only  twice  upon  its  surface  after  being  exposed  to  heat :  the  first  part  of 
the  operation,  that  is,  the  preparation  as  far  as  the  second  application  of  the  acid,  may  be  done 
at  any  time :  this  will  aUow  of  a  number  of  plates  being  kept  prepared  up  to  tho  last  slight 
operation :  it  it,  howwer,  coMidered  indit^nwabU,  that,  jtut  be/ore  the  moffienl  o/Mting  tkepUUee 
in  ike  camera,  or  the  reproducing  the  design,  to  put  tU  least  once  more  eome  acid  on  the  plate, 
and  to  nA  it  lightly  with  pomtee,  cm  he/ore  stated :  finally,  the  plate  must  be  cleaned  with  cotton 
from  all  pounce  dust  whieh  may  be  on  the  surfaoe,  or  its  edges."  In  a  subsequent  part  of  the 
specification,  having  described  the  second  operation,  vis.  the  application  of  the  iodine,  the  in- 
'  ventor  observed:  "After  this  second  operation  is  completed,  the  plate  is  to  be  passed  to  the 
third  operation,  or  that  of  the  oamera  obscnra:  whenever  it  is  possible,  Ibe  one  operation 
should  immedieUely  /ollovi  the  other :" — 

field,  that,  taking  the  whole  specification  together,  the  direction  as  to  the  third  application  of 

•  acid,  was  not  to  be  understood  to  be  a  direction  to  apply  the  acid  a/Ur  the  se^^d  operation^ 
vis.  the  coating  the  plate  with  iodine,— which,  it  was  proved,  would  render  the  whole  process 
abortive,— but  to  apply  it  as  part  of  the /rt(  operation;  and  that  the  specification  gavo  snfi- 
oient  information  to  an  operator  of  reasonable  skill. 

Case,  for  infringement  of  a  patent.  The  declaration  stated,  that, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  the  letters-patent,  and  of  the  com- 
mitting of  the  grievances  by  the  defendants  as  thereinafter  mentioned. 
Miles  Berry  was  the  true  and  first  inventor  of  the  working  or  making 
of  a  certain  manner  of  new  manufacture  within  this  realm,  to  wit,  a 
certain  invention  of  a  new  or  improved  method  of  obtaining  the  sponta- 
neous reproduction  ,of  all  the  images  received  in  the  focus  of  the  oamer% 
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obBCura,  and  which  isaid  invention  others,  at  ^ihe  time  of  the  r«-i/»£; 
making jof  the  said  letters-patent,  did  not  use:  that  th^eupon,  *- 
Her  present  Majesty,  Victoria,  theretofore,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  August,  in  the  third  year 
of  Her  reign,  by  Her  letters-patent,  bearing  date  at  Westminster,  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  under  the  Great  Seal  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland,  for  Herself,  Her  heirs  and  successors,  did  give  and  grant  unto 
the  said  Miles  Berry,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.  Her 
especial  license,  full  power,  sole  privilege,  and  authority  that  he,  the  said 
Miles  Berry,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  every  of  them, 
by  himself  and  themselves,  or  by  his  and  their  deputy  or  deputies,  ser- 
vants or  agents,  or  such  others  as  he  the  said  Miles  Berry,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  should  at  any  time  agree  with,  and  no  others, 
from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter  during  the  term  of  years 
therein  expressed,  should  and  lawfully  might  make,  use,  exercise,  and  vend 
the  said  invention  within  that -part  of  Her  united  kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland  called  England,  Her  dominion  of  Wales,  and  town  of 
"^Berwick-upon-Tweed,  also  in  all  Her  colonies  and  plantations  p^^  ^^ 
abroad,  in  such  manner  as  to  him  the  said  Miles  Berry,  his  exe-  ^ 
outers,  administrators,  and  assigns,  or  any  of  them,  should  in  his  or  their 
discretion  seem  meet ;  and  that  he  the  said  Miles  Berry,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  should  and  lawfully  might  have  and  enjoy 
the  whole  profit,  benefit,  commodity,  and  advantage  from  time  to  time 
coming,  growing,  accruing,  and  arising  by  reason  of  the  said  invention, 
for  and  during  the  term  of  years  therein  and  in  that  declaration  therein- 
after mentioned, — ^to  have,  hold,  exercise,  and  enjoy  the  said  license, 
powers,  privileges,  and  advantages  thereinbefore  granted,  or  mentioned 
to  be  granted,  unto  the  said  Miles  Berry,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  for  and  during  and  unto  the  full  end  and  term  of  fourteen 
years  from  the  date  of  the  said  letters-patent,  and  immediately  ensuing, 
and  fully  to  be  completed  and  ended,  according  to  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided ;  and  to  the  end  that  he  the  said  Miles  Berry, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  every  of  them,  might  have 
and  enjoy  the  full  benefit  and  the  sole  use  and  exercise  of  the  said  inven- 
tion, according  to  Her  gracious  intention  thereinbefore  declared.  Her 
said  Majesty  did,  by  the  said  letters-patent,  for  Herself,  Her  heirs  and 
aaccessors,  require  and  strictly  command  all  and  every  person  and  per- 
sons, bodies  politic  and  corporate,  and  all  other  Her  subjects  whatsoever, 
of  what  estate,  quality,  degree,  name,  or  condition  they  should  be,  within 
that  said  part  of  Her  united  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  called 
England,  Her  dominion  of  Wales,*and  town  of  Berwick-upon-Tweed,  and 
also  in  all  Her  colonies  and  plantations  abroad  aforesaid,  that  neither 
they  nor  any  of  them,  at  any  time  during  the  continuance  of  the  said 
term  of  fourteen  years  thereby  granted,  either  directly  or  indirectly, 


should  make,  use,  or  put  in  practice  the  said  '^invention,  or  any 
part  of  the  same,  so  attained  unto  by  the  said  Miles  Berry  as 
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aforesaid,  nor  in  anyinse  counterfeit)  imitate,  or  resemble  tlie  same,  nor 
should  make,  or  cause  to  be  made,  anj  addition  thereunto,  or  subtraction 
from  the  same,  whereby  to  pretend  himself  or  themselves  the  inventor  or 
inventors,  devisor  or  devisors  thereof,  without  the  license,  consent,  or 
agreement  of  the  said  Miles  Berry,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  in  writing,  made  under  his  or  their  hands  and  seals,  first  had 
and  obtained,  in  that  behalf,  upon  such  pains  and  penalties  as  could  or 
might  be  justly  inflicted  on  such  offenders,  for  their  contempt  of  that  Her 
royal  command ;  and  further  to  be  answerable  to  the  said  Miles  Berry, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  according  to  law,  for  his  and 
their  damages  thereby  occasioned:  that  the  said  letters-patent  were, 
amongst  other  things,  upon  this  express  condition,  that,  if  the  said  Miles 
Berry  should  not  particularly  describe  and  ascertain  the  nature  of  the  said 
invention,  and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  1^  performed,  by  an 
instrument  in  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  and  cause  the  same  to  be 
enrolled  in  Her  said  Majesty's  high  court  of  Chancery  within  six  calendar 
months  next  and  immediately  after  the  date  of  the  said  letters-patent, 
then  the  said  letters-patent,  and  all  liberties  and  advantages  whatsoever 
thereby  granted,  should  utterly  cease,  determine,  and  become  void,  any- 
thing thereinbefore  contained  to  the  contrary  thereof  in  any  wise  not- 
withstanding,— as  by  the  record  of  the  said  letters-patent,  then  remain- 
ing enrolled  of  record  in  Her  said  Majesty's  high  court  of  Chancery, 
reference  being  thereto  had,  would  more  fully  and  at  large  appear :  that 
the  said  Miles  Berry  did  afterwards,  and  within  six  calendar  months 
next  and  immediately  after  the  date  of  the  said  letters-patent,  by  an 
instrument  in  writing,  to  wit,  a  specification,  under  his  hand  and  seal, 
♦1AQ1  ^P^^^i^^I^^ly  describe  and  ascertain  the  nature  of  his  said  inven- 
r       -'  tion,  and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  be  performed,  and  did 
afterwards,  and  within  six  calendar  months  next  and  immediately  after 
the  date  of  the  said  letters-patent,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  February,  in 
the  said  third  year  of  the  reign  of  Her  said  Majesty,  and  A.  D.  1840» 
cause  the  said  instrument  in  writing  to  be  enrolled  in  Her  said  Majesty's 
high  court  of  Chancery, — as  by  the  record  of  the  said  specification, 
then  remaining  eiiroUed  of  record,  reference  being  thereunto  had,  fully 
appeared :  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  committing  by  the  defendants 
of  the  several  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  before  the  com* 
mencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  28d  of  June,  1841,  by  a  certain 
indenture  then  made  between  the  said  Miles  Berry  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part, — profert, — ^the  said  Miles  Berry,  for  the 
considerations  therein  mentioned,  did  grant,  assign,  transfer,  and  set 
over  (amongst  other  things)  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  adminis* 
trators,  and  assigns,  the  said  letters-patent,  and  all  benefit  thereof,  and 
also  the  exclusive  exercise,  right,  and  enjoyment  of  and  to  the  said 
invention  in  the  said  letters-patent,  and  thereby  granted  to  the  .plaintiff^ 
and  all  and  singular  the  liberties,  privileges,  profits,  emoluments,  and 
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adfantages  whatsoever  appertaining  or  belonging  thereunto,  or  in  any* 
Wise  to  be  had  or  made  thereupon ;  and  all  the  right,  title,  interest,  term, 
and  terms  of  years  unexpired,  property,  clahn,  interest,  and  demand  what- 
soever, at  law  or  in  equity,  of  him,  the  said  Miles  Berry,  of  and  in,  to, 
out  of,  and  upon  the  said  letters-patent, — to  hate,  hold,  exeroise,  and 
enjoy,  amongst  other  things,  the  said  letters-patent,  and  the  privileges, 
andiorities,  profits,  and  advantages  thereto  belonging,  unto  the  plaintiff, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  his  and  their  use  and 
benefit,  for  and  during  all  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  years  then 
^'unexpired  in  the  said  letters-patent,  and  for  all  other  the  term  p^^,-/v 
and  interest  (if  any)  of  him  the  said  Miles  Berry  therein, — as  by  ^ 
the  said  indenture  more  fully  and  at  large  appeared;  whereby  the 
plaintiff  then  became  "and  was,  and  thence  continually  had  been,  entitled 
to  the  said  privileges,  authorities,  benefit,  profits,  and  advantages  of  the 
said  letters  patent :  Tet  the  defendants,  well  knowing  the  several  pre- 
mises, but  contriving,  and  wrongfolly  and  injuriously  intending  to  injure 
the  plaintiff,  and  to  deprive  him  of  the  profits,  benefits,  and  advantages 
which  he  might,  and  otherwise  would  have  derived  and  acquired  from  the 
making,  using,  exercising,  and  vending  of  the  said  invention,  after  the 
making  of  the  said  letters-patent,  and  after  the  enrolment  of  the  said 
specification,  and  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  as  aforesaid,  and 
within  the  said  term  of  fourteen  years  in  the  said  letters-patent  men- 
tioned, to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  June,  1841,  and  on  divers  other  days  and 
times  between  that  day  and  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  within 
that  part  of  the  united  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  called 
England,  wrongfully,  unlawfully,  and  unjustly,  without  the  leave  or 
license,  and  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  did  makcy  ttse,  exercise,  and 
vend  the  said  inventiony  to  the  benefit,  use,  and  enjoyment  whereof  the 
plaintiff  was  and  is  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  in  breach  of  the  letters-patent, 
and  of  the  privileges  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  and  is  entitled  as  afore- 
said :  That  the  defendants,  well  knowing  the  several  premises,  but  further 
contriving  and  intending  as  aforesaid,  after  the  making  of  the  said  letters- 
patent,  and  after  the  enrolment  of  the  said  specification  and  the  making 
of  the.  said  indenture  as  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  term  of  four- 
teen years  in  the  said  letters-patent  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  of 
June,  1841,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the 
"^commencement  of  the  suit,  and  within  that  part  of  the  united  p^^i^^ 
kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  called  England,  wrong-  ^ 
fully,  unlawfully,  and  unjustly,  without  the  leave  or  license,  and  against 
the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  did  put  in  practice  the  said  inventianj  to  the 
benefit,  use,  and  enjoyment  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  and  is  so  entitied 
as  aforesaid,  in  breach  of  the  said  letters-patent,  and  of  the  privileges  to 
which  the  plaintiff  was  and  is  so  entitled  as  aforesaid :  That  the  defend- 
ants, well  knowing  the  several  premises,  but  further  con^ving  and 
intending  as  aforesaid,  after  the  making  of  the  Baid  letters-patent^  and 
VOL,  vin. — 16  K  2 
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after  the  enrolment  of  the  eaid  specificationy  and  the  making  of  the  said 
indenture  as  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  term  of  fourteen  years  in  the 
said  letters-patent  mentioned^  to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  June,  1841,  and  on 
divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  and  within  that  part  of  the  united  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland  called  England,  wrongfully,  wilfully,  and  unjustly,  without  the 
leave  or  license  and  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  did  make,  use,  and 
put  m  practice  a  part  qf  the  eaid  iavewUony  to  the  benefit,  use,  and  enjoy- 
ment whereof  the  plaintiff  was  and  is  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  in  breach 
of  the  said  lettera^patent,  and  of  the  privUeges  to  which  the  plaintiff  was 
and  is  so  entitled  as  aforesaid :  Thai  i^e  defendants,  well  blowing  the 
several  premises,  but  fiirther  contnnng  and  intending  as  aforesaid,  after . 
the  making  of  the  said  lettenhpatent,  and  after  the  enrolment  of  the  said 
specification,  and  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  as  aforesaid,  and  with- 
in the  said  term  of  fourteen  years  in  the  said  letters-patent  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  June,  1841,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times 
between  that  day  and  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  within  that 
part  of  the  united  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  called  England, 
*  1*791  ^^^^S^^Ujy  wilfully,  and  "^unjustly,  without  the  leave  or  license, 
-'  and  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  did  imitate  the  said  inven-- 
tioUj  to  the  benefit,  use,  and  enjoyment  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  and  is 
so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  in  breach  of  the  said  letters-patent,  and  of  the 
privileges  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  and  is  so  entitled  as  aforesaid :  That 
the  defendants,  well  knowing  the  several  premises,  but  further  contriving 
and  intending  as  aforesaid,  after  the  making  of  the  said  letters-patent, 
and  after  the  enrolment  of  the  said  specification,  and  the  making  of  the 
said  indenture  as  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  term  of  fourteen  years  in 
the  said  letters-patent  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  June,  1841,  and 
on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  and  within  that  part  of  the  united  kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland  called  England,  wrongfully,  wilfully,  and  unjustly, 
without  the  leave  or  license,  and  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  did 
make  certain  additume  tOj  and  eubtraeti^ms  fromy  the  eaid  invention^  to 
the  benefit,  use,  and  enjoyment  whereof  the  pluntiff  was  and  is  so  enti- 
tled as  aforesaid,  and  did  thereby  pretend  themeelvee  to  be  the  inventcre 
and  deviecre  thereof ,  in  breach  of  the  said  letters-patent,  and  of  the 
privileges  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  and  is  so  entitled  as  aforesaid :  And 
that  by  means  of  the  committing  of  the  said  several  grievances  by  the 
defendants  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  had  been  and  was  greatly  injured, 
and  had  lost  and  been  deprived  of  divers  great  gaibs  and  profits  which 
he  might  and  otherwise  would  have  derived  from  the  said  invention  and 
letters-patent,  and  in  respect  whereof  he  had  been  and  was  entitled  to 
such  privileges  as  aforesaid,  and  had  been  and  was  otherwise  damnified : 
To  the  damage,  &c 
The  ddfeifiants  pleaded,— first,  not  guiky^ 
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Secondly,  that  our  Lady  the  Queen  did  not  give  and  grant  unto  the 
said  Miles  Berry,  his  executors,  ^administrators,  and  assigns,  the  r-^^tjo 
license,  power,  privilege,  and  authority,  profits,  benefits,  commo-  *- 
dities,  and  advantages  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  by 
the  said  letters-patent  therein  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the 
said  declaration  was  alleged,-— concluding  to  the  country. 

Thirdly,  that  the  said  letters-patent  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
were  obtained  and  procured  from  our  Lady  the  Queen,  by  the  fraud, 
covin,  deceit,  and  misrepresentation  of  the  said  Miles  Berry  and  others 
in  collusion  with  him,  wherefore  the  same  were  and  are  void  in  law,— 
verification. 

Fourthly,  that  the  said  Miles  Berry  was  not  the  true  and  first  inventor 
of  the  said  new  or  improved  method  of  obtaining  the  spontaneous  repro- 
duction of  all  the  images  received  in  the  focus  of  the  camera  obscura, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  in 
manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  was  alleged, — concluding  to  the 
country. 

[The  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  and  tenth  pleas  were  demurred  to,  and  the 
plaintiff"  obtained  judgment  thereon :  vide  8  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  97.} 

Eighthly,  that  the  said  invention  was  not  the  making  or  working  of 
any  manner  of  new  manufacture,  for  which  letters-patent  could  be 
granted,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  concluding  to  the  country. 

Ninthly,  that  the  said  invention  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  said  letters-patent  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  a  new  invention,  as 
to  the  public  use  and  exermse  thereof  within  this  realm,  in  manner  and 
form  as  the  plaintiff  had  above  alleged, — concluding  to  the  country. 

Eleventhly,  that  the  title  and  description  of  the  said  invention  was  and 
is  expressed  in  the  said  letters-patent  '^in  manner  and  form  as  in  r^t-iiy^ 
the  tenth  plea  mentioned  ;(a)  and  that  the  said  title  and  descrip- 
tion  was  and  is  in  its  claim,  description,  and  definition  of  the  said  inven- 
tion, inconsistent  and  at  variance  with,  and  too  large  for,  the  said  sup- 
posed invention  as  described  and  ascertained  by  the  said  instrument  in 
writing  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  plaintiff,(6)  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  was  not  a  true  and  proper  description  thereof;  wherefore 
the  said  letters-patent  were  and  are  void, — ^verification. 

Twelfthly,  that  the  said  Miles  Berry  did  not,  by  any  instrument  in 
writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  particularly  describe  and  ascertain  the 
nature  of  his  said  invention,  and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  be  per- 
formed, in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  above  alleged, — con- 
cluding to  the  country 

(a)  The  tenth  plea  iru  u  follows :— "That  the  title  and  deieriplioii  of  the  said  liiTeBtion  in 
the  dedatation  mentioned,  was  and  is  expressed  in  the  said  letters-patent  in  the  words  foUowiog, 
and  in  no  oiixer  manner,  that  is  to  say,  'A  new  or  improved  method  of  obtaining  the  spontaneous 
re^odvetion  of  all  the  images  reoeiTod  in  the  foeos  of  the  camera  olksenn,'  wherefore  the  siud 
letters-patent  were  and  are  void  in  law," — ^rarifieation. 

(»)  Of  MUoi  Berry. 
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Thirteenthljy  tliat  the  said  Miles  Berry  did  not  gruit,  assign,  transfer^ 
or  set  over  to  tixe  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the 
said  letters-patent,  and  all  benefit  thereof,  and  the  ezclnsiye  right,  exer* 
cise,  and  enjoyment  of  and  to  the  said  invention,  and  all  and  singolar  the 
liberties,  privileges,  profits,  emoluments,  and  advantages  whatsoever 
appertaining  or  belonging  thereto,  or  to  be  had  or  made  thereupon,  in 
manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  above  alleged,— concluding  to  the 
country* 

Fourteenthly,  leave  and  license. 

Fifteenthly,  that  the  said  alleged  invention  in  the  declaration  men- 
*VIB1  tioned,  and  in  the  said  letters-patent  '''and  instrument  in  writing 
^  in  the  declaration  mentioned  and  described,  was  and  is  of  no  use, 
benefit^  or  advantage  to  the  public  whatsoever, — ^verification. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  upon  the  first,  second,  fourth,  eighth,  ninth, 
twelfth,  and  thirteenth  pleas;  and  replied  to  the  third,  that  the  said 
letters-patent  were  not  obtained  or  procured  from  our  Lady  the  Queen 
by  fraud,  covin,  deceit,  or  misrepresentation, — concluding  to  the  country : 
to  the  eleventh,  that  the  said  title  and  description  was  not  nor  is,  in 
its  claim,  description,  or  definition  of  the  said  invention,  inconsistent,  at 
variance  with,  or  too  large  for  the  said  invention  as  described  and  ascer- 
tained by  the  instrument  in  writing  in  the  last-mentioned  plea  mentioned 
and  referred  to,  and  was  a  true  and  proper  description  thereof, — con- 
cluding to  the  country :  to  the  fourteenth,  de  injurid :  and  to  the  last 
plea,  that  the  said  invention  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  in  the 
said  letters-patent  and  instrument  in  writing  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
and  described,  was,  at  the  time  of  making  and  granting  the  said  letters- 
patent,  and  afterwards,  and  still  is,  of  use,  benefit,  and  advantage  to  the 
puhlie, — concluding  to  the  country. 

The  defendants  joined  issue  on  the  replications  to  the  third,  eleventh, 
fourteenth,  and  fifteenth  pleas. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilbb,  G.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London 
after  Trinity  term,  1847. 

Evidence  was  given  by  the  plaintiff  in  support  of  the  first,  second, 
third,  fourth,  eighth,  nindi,  thirteenth,  fourteenth,  and  fifteenth  issues. 
To  prove  the  twelfth,  the  specification  was  put  in.  The  patent  was 
therein  described  to  be  for  ^^  A  new  or  improved  method  of  obtaining 
the  spontaneous  reproduction  of  all  the  images  received  on  the  focus  ofi 
the  camera  obscura." 

The  infringement  was  admitted. 
^^^-       *After  the  usual  preamble,  the  specification  contained  the^fol- 
-l  lowing  preliminary  observations : — 

<^  This  invention  or  discovery  relates  to  photogenic  drawing,  or  the 
spontaneous  reproduction  of  images,  pictures,  or  representations  of 
mature,  by  the  action  of  light,  that  is,  by  the  process  or  method  now 
well  known  under  the  name  of  ^  Daguerreotype.'    I  believe  it  to  be  tho 
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JnTention  or  disoovery  of  Messrs.  Louis  Jacques  Mauide  Dagaerre  and 
Joseph  Isidore  Niepee,  junior,  both  of  the  kingdom  of  France,  from 
whom  the  French  goyemment  have  purchased  the  invention,  for  the 
ben^  of  that  country. 

^^This  invention  or  discovery  was  fully  communicated  to  me  by  a 
certain  formgner  residing  in  France,  on  or  about  the  15th  day  of  July, 
in  the  year  1839,  with  instructions,  immediately  to  petition  Her  Majesty 
to  grant  Her  royal  letters-patent  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  same  within 
these  kingdoms;  and,  in  consequence  thereof,  I  did  apply  for  such 
letters-patent;  and  Her  Majesty's  Solicitc^-General,  after  hearing  all 
parties  who  opposed  the  same,  was  pleased,  on  or  about  the  2d  day  of 
August,  now  last  past,  to  issue  his  report  to  the  crown  in  favour  of  the 
patent  being  granted,  and  it  consequently  passed  the  great  seal  in  the 
iKual  course,  being  sealed  on  the  day  above  named,  which  is  some  days 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  exposition  of  the  said  invention  or  discovery  to 
the  French  government,  at  Paris,  by  Messrs.  Daguerre  and  Niepce, 
according  to  the  terms  of  their  agreement.  And  I  now  proceed  to 
describe  this  invention  or  discovery,  as  communicated  to  me. 

'*  Description  of  the  proeees.-^The  reproduction  of  the  images  received 
at  the  focus  of  the  camera  oheeura,  is  effected  on  plates,  or  surfaces  of 
silver,  which  may  be  plated  on  copper ;  the  copper  serving  principally  to 
support  the  surface  or  sheet  of  silver, — the  ^combination  of  these  r^w,^!^ 
two  metals  contjributing  towards  the  perfection  of  the  effect.  The  '- 
silver  employed  should  be  without  aUoy,  or  as  pure  as  possible.  The 
sheet  of  copper  should  be  sufficiently  thidc  to  preserve  the  perfect 
smoothness  and  flatness  of  the  plate,  so  that  the  images  may  not  be  dis* 
torted  by  the  warping  thereof;  bat  the  copper  should  not  be  thicker  than 
what  would  be  required  to  attain  that  end,  on  account  of  t}ie  weight  of 
the  metal.  The  thickness  of  the  two  metals  united,  need  not  exceed 
that  of  a  stout  card. 

'^The  process  is  divided  into  five  operations: — The  first  consists  in 
polishing  and  deaning  the  silver  surface  of  the  plate,  in  order  to  pro- 
perly prepare  or  qualify  it  for  receiving  the  sensitive  layer  or  coating, 
upon  which  the  action  of  the  light  traces  the  design.  The  second  opera- 
tion is,  the  applying  that  sensitive  layer  or  coating  to  the  silver  surface. 
The  third,  in  submitting  in  the  camera  obsoura  the  prepared  surface  or 
plate  to  the  action  of  the  light,  so  that  it  may  receive  the  images.  The 
fourth,  in  bringing  out  or  making  appear  the  image,  picture,  or  repre- 
sentation, which  is  not  visible  when  the  plate  is  first  taken  out  of  the 
camera  obscura.  The  fifth  and  last  operation,  is  that  of  removing  the 
sensitive  layer  or  coating,  which  would  continue  to  be  affected  and 
undergo  different  changes  from  the  action  of  light : — ^this  would  neces* 
sarily  tend  to  destroy  the  design  or  tracing  so  obtuned  in  the  camera 
obscura. 

"  JDescr^ti&n  of  the  first  operation-^^pr^paring  the  silver  surface  of  the 
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plate. — For  this  operation^  are  required,  a  small  phial  of  olire  oil,  some 
cotton,  very  finely  carded,  a  small  quantity  of  pounce  or  pumice  powder, 
ground  extremely  fine,  and  tied  up  in  a  small  bag  of  muslin,  sufficiently 
thin  in  texture  to  allow  the  powder  to  pass  easily  through  when  the 
bag  is  shaken. — A  phial  of  nitric  acid,  diluted  with  pure  water,  in 
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*about  the  proportion  of  one  part  of  acid  to  sixteen  parts  of  distilled 


water.  A  wire  frame  or  stand,  on  which  the  plates  can  be  placed, 
so  as  to  be  heated  by  means  of  a  lamp.  Lastly,  a  spirit  or  other  lamp 
to  heat  the  plates.  The  size  of  the  plates  or  surfaces  are  limited  by  the 
dimensions  of  the  apparatus. 

<'  The  plates  must  first  be  well  cleaned  and  polished.  To  effect  this, 
begin  by  sprinkling  the  silver  surface  with  pounce,  by  shaking  the  bag^ 
without  touching  the  plate,  and  then  with  cotton  impregnated  with  a 
little  olive  oil,  rub  it  gently  on,  lightly  moving  the  hand  round  in  circles 
from  the  centre.  The  plates,  during  this  operation,  should  be  placed  flat 
on  a  sheet  of  paper,  which  must  be  changed  when  necessary.  The  pounce 
must  be  sprinkled  several  times,  and  the  cotton  changed  several  times, 
during  the  operation  of  rubbing. 

^'  The  pestle  and  mortar  used  for  pulverizing  the  pounce  or  pumice 
powder,  should  not  be  formed  of  either  cast  iron  or  copper,  but  made  of 
porphyry.  The  pounce  should  be  ground  afterwards  on  a  glass  plate, 
with  a  glass  muller,  pure  water  being  used  in  the  operation.  The  pounce 
should  be  used  only  when  perfectly  dry. 

^'  It  will  readily  be  conceived  how  important  it  is  that  the  pounce  or 
pumice  powder  should  be  sufficiently  finely  pulverized,  so  as  not  to  cause 
streaks ;  for  it  is,  in  a  great  measure,  upon  the  fine  polish  of  the  surface 
of  the  plate  that  depends  the  beauty  of  the  image,  picture,  or  tracing 
produced  thereon. 

^'  When  the  plate  is  perfectly  polished,  it  must  then  be  cleaned.  This 
is  effected  by  dusting  or  sprinkling  the  powder  over  the  surface,  and 
rubbing  it  with  dry  cotton,  the  movements  of  the  hand  being  made  in 
circles,  and  backwards  and  forwards,  and  up  and  down  crossing  each 
*1791  ™^^^^®^^>  ^^  order  to  Operate  equally  on  '^all  parts  of  the  surface. 
This  is  the  best  mode  of  rubbing  to  gain  the  desired  result. 

"  Next,  a  small  knot  or  tuft  is  made  with  carded  cotton,  which  is  to  be 
moistened  with  a  little  acid  diluted  in  water,  as  above  stated.  To  do  this, 
the  knot  of  cotton  may  be  placed  on  the  mouth  of  the  bottle  containing 
the  diluted  acid,  and  pressed  thereon ;  the  phial  being  then  inverted,  and 
then  placed  again  upright,  so  that  the  centre  of  the  tuft  of  cotton  may 
be  moistened  with  acid  without  deeply  impregnatbg  it.  Very  little  acid 
is  required,  and  care  must  be  taken  not  to  wet  the  fingers  with  it.  With 
this  tuft,  so  charged  with  acid,  the  surface  must  be  rubbed,  care  being 
taken  to  carry  the  acid  uniformly  over  all  parts  of  the  surface  of  the 
plate;  the  cotton  should  be  changed  several  times,  and  the  rubbing  of  the 
surface  be  made  by  moving  the  hand  round  and  round,  and  crossing  as 
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before,  so  as  to  extend,  equally,  tlie  acid ;  whicli,  nevertheless,  ought  to 
do  no  more  than  cover  slightly  the  surface  of  th«  plate.  It  will  some-, 
times  happen  that  the  acid  applied  on  the  surface  of  the  plate  will  be 
found  to  accumulate  into  small  globules, — these  must  be  destroyed  by 
changing  .the  cotton,  and  by  rubbing  the  plate  gently,  so  as  to  spread 
the  acid  evenly ;  for,  on  any  place  where  the  acid  has  been  allowed  to 
rest  a  time,  or  has  not  been  laid  evenly,  it  would  form  spots  or  stains. 

^'  It  will  be  seen  that  the  acid  is  evenly  spread  upon  the  surface  of  the 
plate,  by  its  appearing  covered  with  a  uniform  tint,  or  what  may  be  termed 
a  thin  veil  or  change  of  surface.  The  plate  is  finally  to  be  sprinkled 
with  pounce  or  pumice  powder,  and  cleaned  by  slightly  rubbing  it  with 
a  firesh  piece  of  carded  cotton.  Instead  of  ordinary  pounce,  calcined 
Venetian  tripoli  may  be  used. 

^*  The  plate,  thus  prepared,  is  then  to  be  submitted  *to  a  consi-  r4ci  oa 
derable  degree  of  heat.  To  do  this,  il  is  placed  on  a  wire  frame,  ^ 
the  silver  surface  being  uppermost.  Under  the  plate  is  placed  a  lighted 
lamp,  which  is  to  be  moved  about,  so  that  the  flame  shall  act  equally  upon 
all  parts.  When  the  plate  has  been  submitted  to  this  operation  for  about 
five  minutes  (or  until  the  heat  has  acted  equally  upon  all  parts  of  the 
plate),  it  will  be  perceived  that  the  surface  of  the  silver  has  obtained  a 
whitish  tint  or  coating,  and  then  the  action  of  the  heat  must  cease. 

''  This  effect  may  be  obtained  by  other  means ;  for  instance,  the  heat 
of  lighted  charcoal  may  be  used,  which  may  be  preferable,  as  the  opera- 
tion wOl  be  sooner  finished.  In  this  case,  the  wire  frame  is  unnecessary, 
for  the  plate  may  be  laid  on  the  stove,  or  held  with  tongs,  the  silver 
surface  always  being  upwards,  and  it  may  be  moved  backwards  and  for- 
wards on  the  furnace,  so  as  to  heat  it  equally  throughout,  until  the  silver 
surface  becomes  covered  with  a  whitish  tint,  as  above  stated.  The  plate 
is  next  to  be  cooled  rapidly  by  placing  it  on  a  cold  body  or  substance, 
such  as  a  marble  slab,  or  stone,  or  metal  surface.  When  cooled,  it  must 
be  polished  again.  This  may  be  quickly  done,  since  it  is  only  necessary 
to  remove  the  white  tint  which  has  been  formed  on  the  silver  surface. 
To  effect  this,  the  plate  is  to  be  sprinkled  with  pumice  powder,  rubbed  in 
a  dry  state  with  a  portion  of  cotton.  This  should  be  done  on  the  surface 
of  the  plate  several  times,  taking  care  to  change  the  cotton  often. 

^^  When  the  silver  is  well  polished  it  is  to  be  rubbed,  as  above  stated, 
with  acid  dissolved  in  water,  and  sprinkled  with  a  little  dry  pounce  powder, 
and  rubbed  lightly  with  a  knot  of  cotton.  The  acid  is  then  to  be  laid 
upon  the  plate,  say  three  different  times,  care  being  taken  to  sprinkle, 
each  time,  the  plate  with  powder,  and  to  rub  it  dry,  and  very  lightly, 
with  clean  cotton.  '''Care  should  be  taken  not  to  breathe  upon  the  r*i  01 
plate,  or  to  touch  it  with  the  parts  of  the  cotton  touched  by  the  '~ 
fingers,  as  the  perspiration  would  produce  spots  or  stains ;  and  dampness 
of  the  breath,  or  of  the  saliva,  would  produce  the  same  defects  in  the 
drawings. 
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<<  When  the  plate  is  not  intended  for  immediate  use  or  operation,  the 
acid  may  be  used  only  twice  upon  its  surface,  after  being  exposed  to  heat. 
The  first  part  of  the  operation  may  be  d<»ie  at  any  time.  This  will  allow 
of  a  number  of  plates  being  kept  prepared  up  to  the  last  slight  opera- 
tion. It  is,  however,  considered  indispensable,  just  before  the  moment 
of  using  the  plates  in  the  camera,  or  the  reproduoing  the  design,  to  put, 
at  least  once  more,  some  acid  on  the  plate,  and  to  rub  it  lightly  with 
pounce,  as  before  stated. 

<'  Finally, — ^the  plate  must  be  cleaned,^  with  cotton,  from  all  pounce 
dust  which  may  be  on  the  surface  or  its  edges. 

'^  Second  operation. — For  tlus  operation,  the  following  implements  are 
required : — The  box,  represented  in  figs.  8  and  4 ;  the  thin  board  or 
frame,  shown  in  fig.  5 ;  four  small  metallic  bands,  of  the  same  metals  as 
the  plates,  seen  also  in  fig.  5 ;  a  small  handle,  and  a  box  of  'small  nails 
or  tacks ;  and  a  phial  of  iodine. 

'^  After  having  fixed  the  plate  upon  the  thin  board  or  frame  (the  silver 
surface  uppermost),  by  means  of  the  metallic  bands,  and  the  small  nails 
which  are  forced  into  the  board  by  the  handle,  some  iodine  is  then  to  be 
put  into  the  cup  or  dish  c2,  placed  in  the  bottom  of  the  box,  figs.  8  and  4. 
It  is  necessary  to  divide  the  iodine  into  pieces,  in  order  to  render  the 
exhalation  more  extensively  and  equally  diffused;  otherwise  on  the 
middle  of  the  plate  would  be  formed  circles,  or  a  kind  of  tm,  or  appear- 
ance of  a  rainbow,  in  prismatic  colours,  which  would  prevent  the  plate 
from  receiving  an  uniform  impression. 

«1  Ml  *"  ^^  ^^^^  board,  with  the  plate,  is  then  placed,  with  the  silver 
J  surface  undermost,  upon  small  brackets  or  supports,  at  the  four 
angles  of  the  box ;  its  cover  ^,  is  then  closed.  In  this  position,  the  plate 
must  be  left  until  the  surface  of  the  silver  be  covered  with  a  fine  golden 
tinge,  which  is  caused  by  the  evaporization  of  the  iodine  condensing  on 
the  surface  of  the  silver.  If  the  plate  were  allowed  to  remain  too  long, 
this  golden  yellow  colour  would  turn  purple,  or  violet  colour,  which  must 
be  avoided,  because,  in  this  state,  the  coating  is  not  so  sensitive  to  the 
effect  of  light.  On  the  contrary,  if  this  coating  is  too  pale,  or  not  suffi- 
ciently yellow,  the  image  taken  from  nature  would  be  very  deficiently  or 
faintly  reproduced :  therefore,  a  coating  of  a  golden  yellow  is  particu- 
larly desired,  because  it  is  the  most  favourable  to  the  production  of  the 
effect. 

^^  The  time  necessary  for  this  operation  cannot  be  stated ;  because  it 
depends  on  several  circumstances ;  one  is,  the  temperature  of  the  room 
wherein  the  operation  is  conducted ;  another,  the  state  of  the  apparatus, 
which,  for  this  process,  should  be  left  to  itself,  and  not  be  affected  by  the 
addition  of  any  other  heat  than  that  of  the  room. 

^'  It  is  very  important,  in  this  operation,  that  the  temperature  inside 
the  box  be  equal  to  that  outside ;  if  such  were  not  the  case,  on  the  plate 
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being  passed  from  a  cold  to  a  wanner  atmosphere,  it  would  become 
covered  with  condensed  moisture  from  the  atmosphere,  which  would  do 
great  injury  to  the  effect.  This  operation  should  be  left  entirely  to  the 
spontaneous  evaporation  of  the  iodine.  Also,  the  more  this  box  or  appa- 
ratus is  used,  the  less  time  is  required  to  effect  the  object,  because  the 
interior  sides  of  the  box  become  penetrated  with  vapour  of  iodine ;  and 
as  it  is  the  nature  of  this  vapour  always  to  evaporate,  it  will  arise 
"^from  all  the  internal  parts  of  the  box,  and,  therefore,  will  spread  p^^ino 
more  evenly  and  more  quickly  on  the  surface  of  the  place,  which  '- 
is  very  important;  therefore,  it  is  proper  to  leave  a  little  iodine  in  the 
cup  on  the  bottom  of  the  box,  and  also  to  keep  the  box  free  from  damp. 
It  is,  therefore,  evident  that  the  apparatus  will  operate  better  after  being 
used  several  times. 

^'  From  the  causes  above  stated,  it  is  not  possible  to  fix,  precisely,  the  time 
necessary  for  obtaining  the  coating  of  a  golden  yellow  tint,  as  the  same  may 
vary  from  five  to  thirty  minutes,  buf  rarely  longer,  unless  the  weather 
be  very  cold.  It  is  necessary  to  look  at  and  examine  the  state  of  the 
plate  from  time  to  time,  to  ascertain  whether  it  has  attained  the  golden 
yellow  tint  required ;  but  it  is  important  that  the  light  should  not  be 
allowed  to  fall  or  strike  directly  upon  its  silver  surface.  It  may  happen 
that  the  plate  may  be  more  coloured  or  tinted  at  one  end  than  at  the 
other ;  in  that  case,  in  order  to  equalize  the  tint,  care  must  be  taken,  in 
replacing  the  plate,  to  turn  it  endways,  or  side  for  side. 

^'  In  order  to  accomplish  these  repeated  examinations,  without  injuring 
the  sensitive  ground  or  coating,  this  process  should  be  conducted  in  a 
darkened  room,  into  which  light  is  admitted  sideways,  not  from  the  roof. 
The  box  should  be  placed  in  a  dark  room,  where  the  light  enters  but 
feebly,  as  through  the  door  left  a-jar.  Whenever  the  plate  is  to  be 
inspected,  the  operator  is  to  raise  the  lid  of  the  box,  when  the  board 
may  be  taken  by  its  edges  with  the  two  hands,  and  turned  up  rapidly, 
very  little  light  being  required  to  show  the  true  colour  of  the  coating ; 
and  if  the  plate  has  not  obtained  the  golden  yellow  tinge,  it  must  be 
immediately  replaced  in  the  box,  and  there  kept  until  it  attains  the 
proper  gold  colour ;  if,  on  the  contrary,  the  colour  is  deeper,  then  the 
coating  will  not  be  of  any  use,  and  *the  plate  is  to  be  repolished  r^^o^ 
and  cleaned, — ^the  first  operations  being  recommenced.  '- 

<<  From  a  written  description,  this  operation  may  seem  difficult  and 
tedious;  but,  with  a  little  practice,  an  intelligent  operator  would  be 
enabled  to  judge,  accurately,  of  the  time  required  to  obtain  the  desired 
golden  yellow  tint ;  and  also  to  inspect,  rapidly,  the  plate,  so  as  not  to 
give  the  light  sufficient  time  for  acting  upon  the  coating. 

'^  When  the  surface  of  the  plate  has  attained  the  proper  colour,  the 
board,  with  the  plate,  must  be  introduced  into  the  frame,  represented  at 
figs.  6,  7,  and  8,  which  frame  is  adapted  to  the  camera  obscura.    In  this 

voL.'^iii. — ^16  L 
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transference,  care  mcut  be  taken  to  prevent  the  light  striking  on  the 
surface  of  the  plate ;  and  for  this  purpose,  the  camera  obscura  maj  be 
lighted  with  a  wax  taper,  the  light  of  which  has  much  less  effect  upon 
the  coated  surface ;  even  this  light  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  strike  too 
long  on  the  plate,  as  it  will  cause  marks  or  traces  on  the  same,  if  allowed 
to  continue  a  length  of  time. 

^^  After  this  second  operation  is  completed,  the  plate  is  to  be  passed 
to  the  third  operation,  or  that  of  the  camera  obscura.  Whenever  it  is 
possible,  the  one  operation  should  immediately  follow  the  other;  the 
longest  interval  between  the  two  should  not  exceed  an  hour ;  beyond 
this  time,  the  action  of  the  iodine  and  silver  surface  will  lose  their 
requisite  photogenic  properties.  But,  previous  to  passing  to  the  third 
operation,  I  would  add  the  following  remarks  or  observations : — 

^^  First  observation. — Before  using  the  iodine  box,  the  interior  should 

be  well  cleaned,  and  the  box  itself  turned  upside  down,  in  order  to  empty 

it  of  all  the  particles  of  iodine  which  may  have  escaped  from  the 

^^^..  '''cup;   care  must  be  taken  not  to  touch  the  iodine  with  the 

-■  fingers. 

^^  During  the  operation  of  coating  the  surface  with  iodine,  the  cup  should 
be  covered  with  a  wire  or  other  gauze,  stretched  on  a  frame ;  this  gauze  has 
the  effect  of  regularly  distributing  the  evaporation  or  vapour  of  the  iodine 
upon  the  surface  of  the  plate,  and  at  the  same  time  to  hinder,  whenever 
the  lid  of  the  box  is  closed,  the  compression  of  air,  thereby  occasioned, 
from  causing  the*  particles  of  iodine  to  be  scattered  or  flying  about  within 
the  box,  which  particles  might  strike  the  plate  and  cause  spots  or  blotches 
thereon ;  for  this  reason,  the  lid  of  the  box  should  always  be  closed 
quietly.  The  same  observation  applies  in  case  particles  of  dust  should 
idse  inside  the  box,  which,  being  charged  with  the  vapour  of  iodine,  might 
injure  the  plate  by  coming  in  contact  with  its  Surface. 

^^  Second  observation, — The  iodine  box  or  apparatus,  above  described, 
may  be  varied  according  to  circumstances,  or  be  substituted  by  the  fol- 
lowing contrivance : — A  thin  deal  board,  similar  to  the  one  used  for 
fixing  the  plates  upon,  is  first  to  be  saturated  with  the  vapour  of  the 
iodine ;  this  may  be  done  in  a  box  similar  to  the  one  above  described,  or 
even  in  a  box  only  two  inches  high.  This  board,  when  once  properly 
saturated,  may  be  placed  in  a  small  box,  two  inches  high,  of  the  proper 
length  and  width,  and  provided  with  three  grooves  or  ledges,  one  to 
receive  the  metallic  plate  or  silver  surface,  and  the  two  others  to  receive 
the  saturated  board,  which  may  be  placed  nearer  to  or  further  from  the 
metallic  surface.  When  placed  in  the  first  groove  or  ledge,  it  may  be  at 
a  quarter  of  an  inch  distance  from  the  plate ;  in  the  second,  it  may  be  at 
a  distance  of  half  an  inch  or  more.     This  second  groove,  or  further  posi- 

*186']  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^  ^^  ^  ^^^  ^^^  operation  of  coating  the  surface 
should  proceed  too  fast,  in  '^consequence  of  increase  of  tempera- 
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ture,  or  in  case  the  plate  shoald  have  been  withdrawn  before  it  has  reached 
it8  proper  degree  of  golden  colour. 

^'  This  mode  or  process  of  coating  the  surface  has  the  advantage  of 
enabling  the  operator  to  coat  the  plate  with  iodine  with  great  rapidity, 
that  is  to  say,  generally  in  a  very  few  minutes.  If  the  operation  should 
proceed  too  fast,  the  board,  saturated  with  iodine,  may  be  placed  in  the 
upper  groove,  and  the  metallic  plate  underneath :  this  position  causes 
the  operation  to  proceed  slower.  It  is  necessary  that  this  iodine  box 
should  be  securely  closed,  to  hinder  any  current  of  air  reaching  the  sur- 
face ;  and,  moreover,  in  this  latter  case,  the  box  should  only  open  on 
one  of  its  sides. 

*'  The  board,  saturated  with  iodine,  may  be  made  to  serve  to  coat  several 
plates  during  a  whole  day,  or  even  several  days,  without  the  necessity  of 
replacing  it  in  the  iodine  saturating  box.  I  will  now  proceed  to  describe 
the  third  operation. 

Third  operation — the  camera  obscura. — As  before  stated,  the  opera- 
tion should  proceed  as  quickly  as  possible  from  the  second  to  the  third 
operation,  or  not  leaving  more  than  one  hour  between  both,  as,  beyond 
this  time,  the  combination  between  the  iodine  and  the  silver  has  no  longer 
the  same  property. 

^'  The  apparatus  necessary  for  this  operation,  is  the  camera  obscura 
(see  figs.  9  and  10),  adapted  and  fitted  to  receive  the  prepared  plates 
and  their  boards. 

^'  This  third  operation  is  that  in  which^  by  means  of  light  acting  through 
the  lens  of  the  camera  obscura,  nature  reflects  or  impresses  (to  use  figu- 
rative language)  an  image  of  herself  of  all  objects  enlightened  by  the 
sun,  on  the  surface  of  the  photographic  or  prepared  plates. 

^^  It  is  easy  to  conceive,  that,  this  operation  being  produced  only  by 
the  agency  or  effect  of  light,  the  action  is  the  more  rapid  according  as 
the  objects  are  *more  brilliantly  lighted  up,  or  illuminated,  or  r^ci  ofr 
in  their  nature  are  more  intensely  white,  or  present  bright  lines 
or  surfaces. 

*'  After  having  placed  the  camera  obscura  opposite  to,  or  in  front  of, 
the  objects  of  which  it  is  desired  to  fix  or  retain  the  image,  or  obtain  a 
representation,  it  is  essential,  first,  to  adjust  the  focus  of  the  camera 
obscura,  so  that  the  objects  may  be  represented  perfectly  clear  and 
distinct.  This  is  easily  done,  by  moving  forward  or  backward  the  frame 
of  a  plate  of  ground-glass  in  the  camera,  which  glass  receives  the  images 
of  the  objects  from  the  lens.  When  this  frame  is  brought  to  the  propw 
position,  this  movable  part  of  the  camera  obscura  is  fixed  by  means  of 
screws,  applied  for  that  purpose.  The  ground-glass  is  then  removed 
from  the  instrument,  care  being  taken  not  to  move  the  camera  obscura ; 
and,  in  the  place  of  the  ground-glass,  is  substituted  the  apparatus,  carry- 
ing the  prepared  metallic  plate  or  surface  (see  figs.  6,  7,  and  8),  which 


187  BEARD  v.  BGERTON.  T.  V.  1849. 

apparatus  exactly  fits  the  place  of  the  gronnd-glasa  plate  or  its  frame. 
During  the  time  the  apparatus,  with  the  prepared  surface^  is  being  fast- 
ened by  small  brass  buttons  or  other  fastenings,  the  camera  obscura  is 
closed.  The  obscuring  shutters  or  doors  by  h^  of  the  apparatus,  are  then 
opened  by  means  of  the  two  semicircles  a,  a.  The  plate  is  then  in  a 
proper  position  to  receive  and  retain  the  impression  of  the  image  of  the 
objects  chosen, — ^nothing  more  need  be  done,  but  to  open  the  aperture 
of  the  camera  obscura,  and  to  consult  a  watch  to  reckon  the  minutes  the 
prepared  surface  shall  be  under  the  action  of  the  light. 

*'  This  operation  is  of  a  very*  delicate  nature,  and  should  be  carefully 
attended  to,  because  nothing  is  visible ;  and  it  is  quite  impossible  to  state 
the  time  necessary  for  the' reproduction  of  the  image,  as  it  depends 
*lftftl  ^^*"^^'y  ^^  *^®  intensity  of  light  received  by  *or  from  the 
^  objects,  the  image  of  which  it  is  intended  to  reproduce :  the  time 
may  vary  from  three  to  thirty  minutes. 

<<  It  must  likewise  be  remarked,  that  the  seasons,  as  well  as  the  hours 
of  the  day,  have  great  influence  on  the  rapidity  of  the  operation.  The 
most  favourable  hours  are,  from  seven  in  the  morning  till  three  in  the 
afternoon.  The  process  of  reproduction,  which  may  require  from  three 
to  four  minutes  in  tbe  months  of  June  and  July,  will  require  from  five  to 
six  in  the  months  of  May  and  August,  from  seven  to  eight  in  April  and 
September,  and  so  on  in  proportion  as  the  seasons  advance.  This  is 
only  a  general  and  approximate  statement,  for  objects  strongly  lighted, 
as  it  often  happens  that  twenty  minutes  are  necessary  for  the  operation 
in  the  most  favourable  months,  that  is,  when  the  objects  are  partially  in 
shadow  or  darkness. 

*^  It  will  be  seen,  from  what  has  been  stated,  that  it  is  impossible  to 
name  exactly  the  time  necessary  for  obtaining  images  or  tracings  from 
nature  (or  photographic  designs) ;  but,  by  a  little  practice,  it  may  be 
easily  ascertained.  Practice  is  the  only  sure  guide;  and,  with  this 
advantage,  an  operator  will  readily  ascertain  the  required  time  correctly. 
Latitude  of  the  situation  is  of  course  to  be  considered : — ^for  example,  it 
is  conceived,  that,  in  the  south  of  France,  and,  generally,  in  all  the 
countries  where  the  light  is  very  intense,  as  in  Spain  or  Italy,  the  plates 
will  receive  the  impression  much  more  rapidly.  It  is,  however,  very 
important  not  to  allow  more  time  to  pass  that  what  is  necessary  for  the 
reproduction,  because  the  clear  parts  would  no  longer  be,  or  remain, 
white  or  clear, — they  would  be  darkened  by  the  prolonged  action  of  the 
light  allowed  to  strike  upon  the  iodine  on  the  stuface.  If,  on  the  con- 
*1891  ^^^^'  ^^^  ^^^^  allowed  is  not  sufficient,  '''then  the  proof  or  image 
would  be  vague,  and  without  proper  details. 

^'  Supposing  the  operator  has  failed  in  one  proof,  it  being  imperfect 
on  account  of  its  having  been  withdrawn  too  soon,  or  left  to  remain  too 
long,  another  may  be  begun  immediately.    If  a  plate  has  been  previously 
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prepared,  the  operator  is  then  more  certain  of  obtaining  the  proper  effect, 
the  second  operation  being  corrected  by  the  first. 

^^  It  is  desirable  and  useful,  in  order  to  acquire  a  proper  practice,  to 
make  some  experiments  of  this  kind.  The  plate  or  surface  having  been 
submitted  to  the  action  of  the  light  the  required  time,  I  will  proceed  to 
describe  the — 

^^  Fourth  operation — the  mercurial  proceis, — The  operator  must  hasten 
to  submit  the  surface  of  the  plate  to  the  fourth  operation  as  soon  as  it  is 
withdrawn  from  the  camera  obscura.  Not  more  than  one  hour  ought  to 
be  allowed  to  expire  between  the  third  and  fourth  operations ;  and  it  is 
much  more  certain  to  obtain  good  proofs  or  tracings  of  nature,  when  the 
fourth  operation  takes  place  immediately  after  the  third. 

^^  For  the  fourth  operation,  the  following  articles  are  required ; — ^First, 
a  phial  containing  a  quantity  of  mercury,  or  quicksilver.  Second,  a  spirit 
or  other  lamp.  Third,  the  apparatus  represented  in  figs.  11  and  12. 
Fourth,  a  glass  funnel,  with  a  long  neck.  By  means  of  the  funnel,  the 
mercury  is  poured  into  the  cup  c,  situated  in  die  bottom  of  the  apparatus 
(shown  in  the  figures),  and  in  a  sufficient  quantity  to  cover  the  ball  or 
globe  of  the  thermometer/.  From  this  time,  no  daylight  must  be  ad- 
mitted, and  the  room  must  be  darkened,  and  the  light  of  a  candle  or 
taper  only  be  used  to  enable  the  operator  to  inspect  the  progress  of  the 
operation. 

^*  The  board,  on  which  the  plate  is  fixed,  must  be  ^withdrawn  r^ci  qa 
from  the  apparatus,  already  mentioned,  as  adopted  in  the  camera;  ^ 
which  apparatus  preserves  it  from  the  contact  of  light.  The  thin  board, 
with  the  plate,  is  then  introduced  into  the  grooves  or  ledges  of  the  black- 
ened board  (,  fig.  11.  This  black  board  is  then  replaced  in  the  box  or 
apparatus,  where  it  is  maintained  at  an  inclination  of  forty-five  degrees. 
The  prepared  metal  surface  A,  being  placed  undermost,  so  that  it  may 
be  seen  through  the  side  glass  g :  the  cover  a,  of  the  box  must  be  put 
down  gently,  to  prevent  any  partic]^s  of  mercury  flying  about,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  compression  of  the  air. 

''  When  the  whole  is  thus  prepared,  the  spirit  lamp  is  lighted  and 
placed  under  the  cup  containing  the  mercury,  and  allowed  to  remain 
until  the  thermometer  (the  ball  of  which  is  immersed  in  the  quicksilver 
bath,  the  tube  extending  outside  the  box),  indicates  a  temperature  of 
sixty  degrees  centigrade :  the  lamp  then  must  be  removed.  If  the  ther- 
mometer has  rapidly  risen,  it  continues  to  rise  even  when  the  lamp  is 
removed,  but  it  should  not  be  allowed  to  rise  above  seventy-five  degrees 
centigrade. 

*^  The  impression  of  the  image  of  nature  now  cu^uaUy  exists  on  the 
platey  but  it  is  not  visible ;  it  is  only  after  several  minutes  of  time  has 
elapsed,  that  faint  tracings  of  the  objects  begin  to  appear,  as  may  be 
readily  ascertained  by  inspecting  the  operation,  or  looking  through  the 
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gla^s,  assisted  by.  the  light  of  a  candle  or  taper, — ^which  moBt  not  be 
allowed  to  strike  too  long  on  the  plate,  because  it  would  leave  marks  on 
the  same.  The  plate  should  be  left  in  the  box  until  the  thermometer 
has  fallen  to  forty-five  degrees;  then  the  plate  is  to  be  taken  out,  and 
this  operation  is  finished. 

^^When  the  objects  or  articles  (the  reproduction  of  the  images  of 
which  it  is  iQtended  to  be  produced)  have  been  brightly  illuminated,  and 
*1911  ^^^  ^ig'^t  has  acted  *a  little  too  long  in  the  camera  obscura,  this 
-'  fourth  operation  will  be  finished,  even  before  the  thermometer 
has  gone  down  to  fifty-five  degrees;  this  efiect  may  be  perceived  by 
looking  through  the  glass  g. 

^'  It  is  necessary,  after  each  operation,  to  wipe  or  clean  well  the  interior 
of  the  apparatus,  in  order  to  remove  the  (^lightest  coating  or  layer  of  mer- 
cury which  generally  covers  or  adheres  to  it.  The  black  board  or  frame 
I,  must,  likewise,  be  carefully  wiped,  that  it  may  not  retain  any  particles 
of  quicksilver.  When  the  apparatus  is  to  be  packed  up  for  carrying  it 
from  place  to  place,  the  mercury  which  is  in  the  cup  must  be  poured  into 
the  phial ;  this  is  done  by  inclining  the  box,  so  as  to  let  the  mercury 
escape  through  the  small  cock  e^  at  the  side  of  the  apparatus. 

''  The  picture  or  plate  may  now  be  inspected  by  means  of  a  weak  light, 
in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  operation  has  succeeded  or  not.  It  may 
.be  taken  from  off  the  thin  board,  by  removing  the  metallic  bands  or  straps, 
which  bands  should  be  cleaned  carefully,  by  means  of  pounce  and  a  little 
w  ater,  from  any  iodine  or  mercury  they  may  have  received :  this  should 
be  done  after  each  plate  has  been  operated  upon. 

^'It  will  be  readily  conceived  that  this  cleaning  is  necessary,  since  not 
only  these  small  bands  are  covered  with  a  coating  of  iodine,  but  they  have 
also  received  a  portion  of  the  tracing  from  nature. 

^^  The  plate  is  then  to  be  placed  in  a  box  provided  with  a  cover  and 
grooves,  until  it  can  undergo  the  fifth  and  last  operation.  This  operation 
need  not  be  effected  immediately,  for,  the  plate  or  sketch  may  be  kept  in 
this  state  for  several  months,  without  undergoing  any  alteration,  provided, 
however,  it  Be  not  frequently  inspected  or  exposed  in  the  open  daylight* 
I  will  now  proceed  to  the  last  operation,  viz.,  th< 


*1Q91  ^^  Fifth  operation — fixing  the  tracingy  delineation^  or  ^picture. — 
"^  The  object  of  the  fifth  operation,  is,  to  remove  from  the  surface  or 
plate  the  coating  of  iodine,  which,  otherwise,  on  its  being  exposed  too  long 
to  the  action  of  light,  would  continue  to  be  decomposed,  and  would  thereby 
destroy  the  picture  or  tracing. 

"  For  this  operation,  the  following  articles  are  required : — First,  water, 
saturated  with  sea  salt,  or  a  weak  solution  of  hyposulphite  of  pure  soda. 
Second,  the  apparatus  represented  in  figs.  18  and  14.  Third,  two  troughs 
of  tinned  metal.     Fourth,  a  vessel  or  jug  full  of  distilled  water. 

^^  In  order  to  remove  the  coating  of  iodine,  the  operator  must  take  the 
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tommon  salt,  and  put  it  into  a  bottle  with  a  large  mouth,  the  bottle  being 
filled  with  pure  water.  To  accelerate  the  dissolving  of  the  salt,  the  bottle 
may  be  shaken  from  time  to  time.  When  the  water  is  completely  saturated 
with  salt,  it  is  to  be  filtered  through  blotting  paper,  that  no  extraneous  mat- 
ters may  remain  in  it,  and  that  it  may  be  perfectly  clean. 

*' Water,  saturated  with  salt,  may  be  prepared  in  suflScient  quantity 
beforehand,  and  kept  in  corked  bottles;  by  this  means,  the  necessity 
and  inconvenience  of  preparing  it  every  time  is  avoided. 

*'  Into  one  of  the  troughs,  the  salt  water  is  to  be  poured,  until  it  is 
about  an  inch  in  depth ;  the  other  trough  is  to  be  filled  with  pure  water. 
These  two  fluids  are  warmed  or  heated  in  temperature,  though  not  to  the 
boiling  point. 

^'  In  place  of  the  solution  of  salt,  may  be  substituted  a  solution  of 
hyposulphite  of  pure  soda :  this  latter  is  even  preferable,  because  it  com- 
pletely removes  the  iodine,  which  is  not  always  the  case  when  salt  is 
used,  especially  if  the  designs  or  tracings  have  been  obtained  some  time, 
and  laid  aside  between  the  fourth  and  fifth  operations.  The  mode  of 
operating,  however,  is  the  same  for  the  two  solutions,  although  the  solu- 
tion of  *hyposulphite  does  not  require  to  be  warmed,  and  a  less  r^^qo 
quantity  of  it  is  required  than  of  the  salt  and  water,  since  it  is  '- 
sufficient  that  the  plate  should  be  covered  with  the  same  when  laid  on 
the  bottom  of  the  trough. 

*^  The  plate  is  first  to  be  immersed  in  the  pure  water  contained  in  one 
of  the  troughs.  It  must  only  be  dipped  in,  and  drawn  out  immediately; 
it  is  sufficient  that  the  surface  of  the  plate  be  covered  with  water,  and 
then,  without  allowing  it  to  dry,  it  is  to  be  plunged  immediately  into  the 
salt  water. 

'^  If  the  plate  is  not  dipped  in  pure  water  before  immersing  it  in  salt 
water,  or  in  the  solution  of  hyposulphite,  these  solutions  would  make 
marks  or  spots  on  the  surface  of  the  plate.  To  facilitate  the  action  of 
the  salt  water,  or  of  the  hyposulphite  which  absorbs  the  iodine,  the  plate 
should  be  moved  about  in  the  liquid,  thus  producing  a  gentle  washing  of 
the  surface. 

"  When  the  yellow  colour  or  tint  of  the  iodine  is  entirely  removed 
from  the  surface  of  the  plate,  it  is  to  be  removed,  and  carefully  taken  by 
the  edges,  so  as  not  to  touch  or  injure  the  drawing,  and  then  dipped  im- 
mediately in  the  first  trough  of  pure  water. 

"The  apparatus,  shown  in  figs.  13  and  14,  is  then  brought  into  use, 
and  must  be  perfectly  clean,  and  a  vessel  filled  with  distilled  water,  which 
should  be  hot,  but  not  boiling.  The  plate,  on  being  withdrawn  from  the 
trough  of  water,  is  to  be  placed  immediately  on  the  inclined  plane  e,  and, 
without  allowing  it  time  there  to  dry,  the  operator  is  then  to  pour  upon 
the  surface,  bearing  the  drawing,  the  hot  distilled  water,  beginning  at 
the  top  of  the  plate,  and  pouring  the  water  over  it  in  such  manner  that 
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it  shall  flow  over  the  surface  and  oanrj  away  with  it  all  the  solutioii  of 
sea  salt,  or  of  hyposulphite,  which  has  been  already  considerably  weak- 
ened by  the  immersion  of  the  plate  in  the  first  trough.  If  hyposulphite 
*1941  ^^^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  xiBei^  the  ^distilled  water  to  be  poured  orer  the 
•^  surface,  need  not  to  be  so  hot  as  for  the  common  salt  solution. 

'^  Not  less  than  a  quart  of  hot  distilled  water  is  required  for  thus  wash- 
ing the  surface  of  a  plate  measuring  eight  or  nine  inches  long  by  six  or 
seven  inches  wide.  It  will  sometimes  occur,  that,  after  having  poured 
warm  water  on  the  surface,  some  drops  or  globules  of  water  will  remain 
on  the  plate.  In  this  case,  they  must  be  removed  before  they  have  time 
to  dry,  as  they  might  contain  some  particles  of  sea  salt,  or  iodine,  and 
injure  the  drawings ;  they  are  readily  removed  by  strongly  blowing  on 
the  plate. 

^'  It  will  be  understood  how  important  it  is  that  the  water  used  for  this 
washing,  should  be  perfectly  pure,  for,  part  of  it  will  dry  on  the  surface 
of  the  plate,  notwithstanding  the  rapidity  with  which  it  may  have  passed 
over  it;  and,  if  it  contains  extraneous  matters,  then  numerous  and 
indelible  spots  would  be  formed  on  the  drawing  or  tracing. 

''In  order  to  ascertain  that  the  water  is  suited  for  this  washing, 
a  drop  may  be  let  fall  on  a  burnished  plate,  and  if,  when  evaporated 
by  heat,  it  leaves  no  stain  or  mark  behind,  it  may  be  employed  without 
fear.  Distilled  water  is  always  sufficiently  pure  for  this  operation,  with- 
out testing. 

'^  When  this  washing  is  completed,  the  picture,  drawing,  or  tracing  is 
finished.  The  only  thing  now  to  be  done,  is,  to  preserve  its  surface  from 
being  touched,  also  from  dust,  and  from  vapours  which  tarnish  silver. 
The  mercury  which  traces  the  images,  or,  in  other  words,  by  the  action 
of  which  the  images  are  rendered  visible,  is  partly  decomposed, — it 
adheres  to  the  8ilver,-7-it  resists  the  washing  by  the  water  poured  upon 
it  by  its  adhesion, — but  it  will  not  bear  any  rubbing  or  touching. 
*1951  "  '^^  preserve  the  drawings,  they  must  be  covered  *with  glass, 
^  securely  placed  a  little  above  the  surface ; — both  the  edges  of  the 
glass  and  plate  secured  by  pasted  paper,  or  other  means ;  and  they  are 
then  unalterable,  even  by  the  light  of  the  sun. 

'^  It  may  happen,  that,  in  travelling,  the  operator  may  not  be  able, 
conveniently,  to  thus  secure  the  plates ;  but  they  may  be  preserved  by 
enclosing  them  in  a  box ;  and,  for  greater  safety,  small  bands  of  paper 
may  be  pasted  over  the  junction  of  the  box  and  its  cover. 

'^  It  may  be  necessary  to  state  that  the  silver  surfaces  may  be  used 
several  times,  in  succession,  provided  the  silver  be  not  polished  or  ground 
through  to  the  copper.  And  it  is  very  important  to  remove,  after  each 
time  of  using,  the  mercury  traced  on,  or  adhering  to,  the  surface,  which 
is  to  be  done,  as  before  described,  by  means  of  pounce  or  pumice  powder 
and  oil,  and  by  changing  the  cotton  often :  otherwise,  the  mercury  would 
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finally  adhere  to  the  silver,  and  the  proofs  obtained  on  that  combination 
would  always  be  imperfect,  because  thej  would  be  deficient  both  in  vigour 
and  clearness. 

''  Explanations  of  the  drawings  (see  Plate  I.)  of  the  apparatus  used 
in  these  processes  or  operations  of  Daguerreott/pe. — ^Fig.  1  represents  a 
plan  view  of  a  wire  frame ;  fig.  2  is  a  side  view  of  the  same.  This 
frame  serves  to  receive  the  plates  when  thej  are  to  be  heated  by  the 
spirit  lamp. 

"  Fig.  5  is  a  plan  view  of  the  thin  board  or  tablet,  on  which  is  fixed 
the  plate  for  the  subsequent  operations.  The  plate  is  fixed  on  it  by 
means  of  four  thin  metd  bands,  plated  with  silver, — ^they  should  be  of 
the  same  thickness  as  the  plate.  These  bands  are  fixed  on  the  board 
by  small  nails,  forced  or  driven  into  it^through  holes  by  means  of  a 
handle. 

'^  The  surface  of  these  bands,  being  nearly  level  with  that  of  the  plate, 
retain  it  by  small  projections  or  pieces  soldered  on  them.  These  metallic 
bands  have  two  *ofiices  to  perform,— one,  to  secure  the  plate,  r^-tqa 
and  the  other  to  facilitate  the  equalization  of  the  coat  of  iodine, 
which  might  otherwise  be  more  intense  on  the  edges  or  borders  of  the 
plate  than  on  its  centre. 

^^  Fig.  3  is  a  vertical  section  of  the  iodine  box,  or  apparatus  wherein 
the  coating  of  iodine  is  obtained  upon  the  silver  surface.  Fig.  4  is  a 
plan  view  of  the  same,  c  is  an  interior  cover,  closing  the  lower  part  of 
the  box ;  it  serves,  when  the  apparatus  is  not  in  operation,  to  concentrate 
the  evaporation  of  the  iodine,  which  condenses  on  the  wooden  surface  of 
this  part  of  the  box ;  d  is  the  cup  or  dish  for  containing  the  iodine ;  e  is 
the  thin  board,  to  which  is  fixed  the  plate  (as  represented  at  fig.  5),  the 
silver  surface  being  downwards ;  it  is  thus  placed  in  order  to  obtain  the 
coating  of  iodine,  as  the  vapour  therefrom  rises  upwards.  The  board 
rests  on  brackets  (/)  placed  at  the  four  angles^of  the  box,  the  cover  e 
being  previously  removed ;  g  is  the  lid  or  cover  of  the  box,  which  should 
be  kept  shut,  excepting  when  the  plate  is  taken  out  for  examination ; 
A  h  are  small  rods  at  the  four  comers  of  the  inclined  lining  (A;)  of  the 
box,  to  support  the  cover  e ;  j  represents  a  disc  or  sieve  of  wire,  or  other 
gauze,  which  is  to  be  placed  over  the  cup,  in  order  to  equalize  the  dis- 
persion of  the  evaporation  of  the  iodine ;  it  serves  also  to  prevent,  in 
case  the  box  should  be  closed  too  rapidly,  the  compressed  air  from  driv- 
ing out  of  the  cup  particles  of  iodine,  which  might  adhere  to  the  plate, 
and  cause  spots  on  the  drawing ;  k  is  the  wooden  lining,  formed  with 
inclined  sides,  in  the  shape  of  a  square  funnel ;  this  shape  assists  to 
difiiise  equally  the  vapours  of  iodine,  which  spread  as  they  vise. 

'^  It  is  requisite  to  have  a  magazine  box,  or  case,  and  its  cover,  in  which 
may  be  enclosed  the  plates  or  surfaces,  before  and  after,  the  drawings 
j  have  been  taken.    The  plates  are  introduced  into  and  secured  by  small 
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^grooves  on  the  insides,  so  that  they  cannot  rub  against  one  v^^^qq 
another,  they  being  at  the  same  time  preserved  from  dust.  By  ■- 
pasting  strips  of  paper  on  the  junctions  of  the  cover  and  box,  they  may 
be  preserved  from  all  injurious  vapours ;  but  this  is  requisite  only  for 
plates  or  drawings  completely  finished,  or  in  case  the  box  should  not 
close  well. 

"  Figs.  6,  7,  8,  represent  different  views  of  the  framt  which  receives 
the  thin  board  carrying  the  plate  or  silver  surface,  and  serves  to  preserve 
it  from  the  effect  of  light  as  soon  as  it  has  received  the  coating  of  iodine 
in  the  box,  shown  in  fig.  8.  Fig.  8,  a  front  view,  showing  the  covers  or 
doors  to  shade  the  silver  surface.  Fig.  6  is^a  section  showing  the  doors 
in  the  position  they  will  be  in  when  the  plate  is  exposed  to  the  action  of 
the  light  in  the  camera,  a  a  are  semicircles,  or  pieces  for  opening  the 
doors  (6  (),  whenever  this  frame,  with  the  plate,  is  placed  in  the  camera 
obscura ;  e  is  the  thin  board  on  which  the  plate  is  fixed ;  d  d  are  buttons 
on  both  sides  of  the  frame,  to  fasten  the  board  on  the  doors ;  e  shows 
the  thickness  of  the  frame ;  /  is  the  plate  or  surface  intended  to  receive 
the  picture. 

^'  Fig.  6  represents  the  frame  with  the  doors  open,  as  they  are  at  the 
time  when  a  tracing  is  taken  in  the  camera  obscura. 

"  The  camera  obscura  process. — Fig.  10  is  a  vertical  section,  taken 
through  a  camera  obscura,  adapted  for  the  process  of  Daguerreotype  or 
photogenic  delineation,  furnished  with  a  frame  for  carrying  the  plate  of 
ground  glass  a.  The  distance  this  glass  plate  is  to  be  from  the  object- 
glass  or  lens,  is  the  same  as  the  distance  at  which  the  surface  intended 
to  receive  the  image  is  placed,  with  the  frame  and  shading  doors,  as 
shown  in  e,  fig.  9,  which  figure  is  a  horizontal  section*  of  the  camera 
obscura.  (  is  a  mirror  for  observing  the  effect  of  objects  and  selecting 
points  of  view:  this  mirror  serves  to  enable  the  *operator  to  r^^qq 
choose  the  scenery,  the  image  of  which  is  to  be  reproduced*;  it  *- 
should  be  inclined  about  forty-five  degrees  to  the  horizon,  by  means  of 
the  rod  h  In  order  to  bring  the  objects  precisely  in  the  focus,  the 
ground-glass  should  be  completely  exposed,  and  the  object  looked  at  as 
reflected  on  the  ground-glass.  The  image  of  the  object  is  easily  brought 
into  the  proper  focus,  by  moving  forward  or  backward  the  sliding  box  dj 
taking  hold  of  it  at  the  bottom  with  both  hands  by  the  flections  e, 
fig.  9,  and  forcing  it  to  or  from  the  operator. 

"  When  the  focus  is  properly  adjusted,  the  thumb-screw  h  is  turned, 
to  fix  the  parts  in  this  position.  The  mirror  is  kept  closed  by  means  of 
two  hooks  at  /,  which  take  into  small  eyes  at  g ;  the  frame  and  ground- 
glass  plate  is  withdrawn,  and  in  its  place  is  substituted  the  frame  carrying 
the  prepared  plate  or  surface,  which  is  so  represented  in  fig.  9,  with  the 
shading  doors  h  open  in  the  camera  obscura.  These  doors  should  be 
mtemally  lined  with  black  velvet,  as  well  as  the  sliding  box  dy  to  avoid 
all  reflection  of  light. 
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'^  The  object  glass  is  achromatic  and  periseopic  (the  conoave  part  must 
be  outside  of  the  camera  obscura) :  its  diameter  is  about  three  and  a  half 
inches,  and  its  focus  about  thirteen  inches.  A  diaphragm  is  placed 
before  the  object  glass,  at  a  distance  of  about  three  and  a  half  inches, 
and  its  aperture  may  be  closed  by  means  of  a  plate  on  a  pivot. 

^^  This  camera  obscura  reverses  the  objects  from  right  to  left,  which 
is  not  of  much  consequence  in  a  great  number  of  cases ;  but,  if  it  is 
desired  to  have  an  image,  drawing,  or  tracing,  in  the  natural  position  of 
the  object,  a  flat  looking-glass  or  mirror  is  to  be  placed  on  the  outside 
beyond  the  aperture  of  the  diaphragm,  as  at  y,  fig.  9,  it  being  fixed  by 
neans  of  a  screw  at  k. .  But,  as  this  arrangement  of  reflection  occa- 
sions a  loss  of  light,  and  injures  the  photogenic  process,  about  one-third 

^^0(V}  ^^^^^  ^^^  ™^^  ^^  allowed  to  obtain  a  tracing  or  drawing, 
t  J  "  The  mercurial  proeess, — ^Fig.  11  is  a  vertical  section  of  the 
apparatus,  and  fig.  12  a  front  elevation,  showing  the  thermometer,  a 
is  the  cover  of  the  apparatus ;  b  the  black  board  with  grooves  to  receive 
the  board  A,  carrying  the  silver  surface  or  metallic  plate ;  c  the  cup  con- 
taining- the  mercury  or  quicksilver ;  (2  is  the  spirit  lamp ;  e  is  a  small 
cook,  through  which  the  mercury  may  be  withdrawn,  the  apparatus  being 
inclined  on  one  side  for  that  purpose ;  /  is  the  thermometer ;  ^  is  a  glass 
window,  through  which  the  progress  on  the  silver  surface  maybe  inspected ; 
h  is  the  board  carrying  the  metallic  plate,  which  has  received  the  image 
or  design ;  i  is  a  stand  or  support  for  the  spirit  lamp,  which  is  held  by 
the  ring  A;,  so  that  the  flame  may  play  on  the  centre  of  the  cup.  All 
the  interior  parts  of  this  apparatus  ought  to  be  blackened  and  varnished* 

^^  The  washing  apparatus. — Fig.  18  is  a  front  representation  of  the 
washing  apparatus,  made  of  tin,  varnished.  To  wash  the  designs  on  the 
plates,  they  are  placed  on  the  stand  or  angular  ledge  (2,  see  fig.  13.  e 
is  a  ledge  to  conduct  the  water  to  the  receptacle  c.  Fig.  14  is  a  side 
elevation  of  this  washing  apparatus." 

A  witness  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  that  the  direc- 
tions contained  in  the  specification  would  enable  a  person  of  competent 
skill  to  perform  the  operations  therein  described,  stating  that  the  applica- 
tion of  acid  after  the  plate  had  been  coated  with  iodine,  would,  in  his 
opinion,  render  the  experiment  abortive,  it  was  objected,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendaiits,  that  the  specification  was  bad. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  insisted  that  no  person  could  be 
misled  by  this  isolated  statement ;  and  that,  taking  the  whole  specifica- 
tion  ^^^^  together,  and  gMng  "'it  a  fair  and  reasonable  construction, 
^  it  was  sufficiently  explicit. 

The  learned  judge,  however,  was  disposed  to  think  the  objection  fatal. 
It  was  thereupon  arranged  that  a  verdict  should  be  taken  for  the  defend- 
ants on  the  twelfth  issue,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  others,  with  40«. 
damages ;  leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  the 
verdict  on  the  twelfth  issue  in  his  favour,  if  the  court  should  think  the 
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ipecifioaticm  sufficient ;  and  leave  being  also  resenred  to  the  defendants 
to  urge,  upon  the  argument  of  the  plaintiff's  rule,  several  other  objec- 
tions to  the  Bpecification.(a)  And  it  was  further  agreed,  that  the  lord 
chief  justice  should  be  *taken  to  have  ruled  whatever  the  court  p^nno 
should  think  he  ought  to  have  ruled,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  '- 
be  consiaered  to  have  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions,  if  necessary. 

Sir  F.  Theiiger^  accordingly,  in  Michaelmas  term,  1847,  pursuant  to 
the  leave  reserved  to  him  at  the  trial,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  on  the  twelfth  issue.  He  referred  to  Bloxam  v. 
Elsee,  1  G.  &  P.  558,  Hullett  v.  Hague,  2  B.  &;  Ad.  870,  Derosne  v. 
Fairie,  1  Webster's  Patent  Cases,  154,  158,  Bussell  v.  Cowley,  1  C.  M. 
k  B.  864,  1  Webster's  Patent  Cases,  459,  463,  Neilson  v.  Harford,  8 
M.  &  W.  806,  1  Webster's  Patent  Cases,  328,  831,  and  M' Alpine  v. 
Mangnall,  3  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  p.  496. 

W.  H.  Watson^  W.  B.  Ghrove,  and  J.  Brown,  in  Hilary  term  last, 
showed  cause.  The  specification  describes  the  five  several  operations  that 
«re  necessary  to  produce  the  effect  desired :  the  first  is,  the  polishing  the 
surface  of  the  silver  plate  that  is  to  receive  the  object  to  be  delineated ; 
the  second,  the  application  of  a  layer  of  iodine ;  the  third,  the  submitting 
the  prepared  plate  to  the  action  of  light  in  the  camera  obscura ;  the  fourth, 
consists  in  the  bringing  out  the  image,  which  is  effected  by  the  application 
of  mercury ;  and  the  fifth  relates  to  the  removal  of  the  iodine  from  the 
plate,  by  means  of  salt.  Any  application  of  acid  to  the  plate  after  it 
has  received  the  iodine,  would  render  it  incapable  of  receiving  the  figure 
intended ;  or,  if  applied  after  the  plate  has  undergone  the  third  operation, 
would  at  once  remove  both  iodine  and  figure.  This  was  proved  by 
one  of  the  plaintiff's  own  witnesses;  and  this,  it  is  submitted,  is  a 
fatal  defect  in  the  specification.  The  law  upon  this  subject  is  well  r^^Ao 
laid  down  by  Bullbr,  J,,  in  *The  King  v.  Arkwright,  1  Web-  •■ 

(a)  The  main  objections  taken  by  the  defendants  at  the  trial,  were  as  follows : — 
L  That  the  expression  "spontaneonfl"  used  in  the  title  of  the  patent  was  erroneous, — the 
Images  not  being  spontaneously  reproduced ;  because,  after  the  silrer  plate  has  been  treated  with 
iodine,  and  exposed  to  light,  no  picture  is  Tisible,  nor  does  it  become  so  until  the  plate  has  been 
subjected  to  the  mercurial  process. 

2.  The  second  objection  was  to  the  use  of  the  words  ''new  or  improved,"  in  the  title,  and  that 
^e  specification  did  not  distinguish  between  what  was  new  and  what  was  improved, 

3.  The  third  objection  was  to  the  words  in  the  titie,  "all  the  images  received  in  the  focus  of 
the  camera  obscura,"  whereas  only  etationary  objects  can  be  taken  by  the  patented  process,  and 
those  only  by  daylight^  and  the  camera  obscura  receives  images  bj  artificial  light. 

4.  The  fourth  objection  was,  that  the  specification  did  not  distinguish  between  new  and  old. 

5.  The  fifth  objection  was,  that  the  specification  contained  the  following  direction, — "  It  Is, 
however,  indispensable,  that,  just  before  the  moment  of  using  the  plate  in  the  camera,  or  the  re- 
producing the  design,  to  put  some  add  (nifrie)  on  the  plate,  and  rub  it  lightiy  with  pounce  f* 
whereas,  the  use  of  nitric  acid  and  pounce  after  iodising  the  plate,  would  render  the  .production 
of  any  image  quite  impossible,  as  the  acid  and  rubbing  after  the  plate  had  been  in  the  camera, 
would  take  the  iodine  and  image  off  the  plate  altogether. 

6.  The  sixth  objection  was,  that  the  specification  was  insufficient  to  work  by,  and  threw  expe- 
riments upon  the  public. 

7.  The  seventh  was,  that  some  of  the  processes  were  not  new ;  ex.  gr,  the  first  and  third, — 
tli«  cleaning  and  polishing  of  the  plate> — and  the  oamera  obseura. 
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ster's  Patent  Cases,  66,  where,  in  leaving  the  case  to  the  jury,  that  learned 
judge  said :  ^'  It  is  olearly  settled  at  law,  that  a  man,  to  entitle  himself 
to  the  benefit  of  a  monopoly,  mnst  disclose  his  secret,  and  specify  his 
invention  in  such  a  way  that  others  may  be  taught  by  it  to  do  the  thing 
for  which  the  patent  is  granted ;  for,  the  end  and  meaning  of  the  speci- 
fication is,  to  teach  the  public,  after  the  term  for  which  the  patent  is 
granted,  what  the  art  is ;  and  it  must  put  the  public  in  possession  of  the 
secret  in  as  ample  and  beneficial  a  way  as  the  patentee  himself  uses  it. 
This  I  take  to  be  clear  law,  as  far  as  it  respects  the  specification ;  for, 
the  patent  is  the  reward  which,  under  the  act  of  parliament,  is  held  out 
for  a  discovery ;  and,  therefore,  unless  the  discovery  be  true  and  fair, 
the  patent  is  void.  If  the  specification,  in  any  part  of  it,  be  materially 
false  or  defective,  the  patent  is  against  law,  and  cannot  be  supported. 
It  has  been  truly  said  by  the  counsel,  that,  if  the  specification  be  such 
that  mechanical  men  of  common  understanding  can  comprehend  it,  to 
make  a  machine  by  it,  it  is  sufficient ;  but  then  it  must  be  such  that  the 
mechanics  may  be  able  to  make  the  machine,  by  following  the  directions 
of  the  specification,  without  any  new  inventions  or  additions  of  their 
own."  In  Turner  v.  Winter,  1  T.  R.  602,  Ashhurst,  J.,  says:  "I 
think,  that,  as  every  patent  is  calculated  to  give  a  monopoly  to  the 
patentee,  it  is  so  far  against  the  principles  of  law,  and  would  be  a  reason 
against  it,  were  it  not  for  the  advantages  which  the  public  derive  from 
the  communication  of  the  invention  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  for 
which  the  patent  is  granted.  It  is,  therefore,  incumbent  on  the  patentee 
to  give  a  specification  of  the  invention,  in  the  clearest  and  most  unequi- 
vocal terms  of  which  the  subject  is  capable.  And,  if  it  appear  that  there 
*9nj.i  ^  ^^^  unnecessary  *ambiguity  affectedly  introduced  into  the  spe- 
-'  cification,  or  anything  which  tends  to  mislead  the  public,  in  that 
case,  the  patent  is  void."  Again,  in  Bloxam  v.  Elsee,  6  B.  &  G.  169, 
Abbott,  G.  J.,  says :  ^^  If  any  material  part  of  the  representation  was 
not  true,  the  consideration  has  failed  in  part,  and  the  grant  is  conse- 
quently void ;  and  a  defendant  in  an  action  for  infringing  the  patent, 
has  a  right  to  say  that  it  is  so."  And  in  Bainbridge  v,  Wigley,  Pari. 
Pat.  Rep.  1829,  Appendix,  p.  197,  Hindmarch  on  Patents,  188,  where 
a  patent  was  taken  out  for  improvements  on  the  flageolet  and  English 
flute,  in  the  specification  of  which  it  was  stated,  that,  by  the  improve- 
ments, the  instrument  produced  new  notes  not  before  produced  on  the  old 
instrument ;  and  it  appeared  in  evidence,  that,  although  the  invention 
was  a  great  improvement,  yet  only  one  new  note  was  produced ;  Lord 
Ellenborough  held  that  this  was  fatal  to  the  patent,  the  consideration 
on  which  it  was  granted  not  being  truly  stated.  Since  the  statute  5  &  6 
W.  4,  c.  88,  s.  1,  which  enables  a  patentee  to  enter  a  disclaimer  as  to 
part  of  his  specification,  there  is  still  less  reason  for  construing  such 
instruments  with  undue  liberality.  So,  in  Neilson  v.  Harford,  8  M.  & 
W.  806,  1  Webster's  Patent  Oases,  831,  it  was  held,  that,  if  a  speci- 
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fication  contain  an  untrae  statement  in  a  material  circumstance,  of 
soch  a  nature,  that,  if  literally  acted  upon  by  a  competent  workman,  it 
would  mislead  him,  and  cause  the  experiment  to  fail,  the  specification  if 
therefore  bad,  and  the  patent  invalidated ;  although  the  jury,  on  the  trial 
of  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  the  patent,  find  that  a  competent 
workman,  acquainted  with  the  subject,  would  not  be  misled  by  the  error, 
but  would  correct  it  in  practice.  In  Morgan  v.  Seaward,  Aldbrson,  B., 
addressing  the  jury,  says  (1  Webster's  Patent  Gases,  173) :  ''  It  is  the 
duty  of  a  party  who  takes  out  a  patent,  to  *8pecify  what  his  in-  r^ieoAc 
vention  really  is  ;  and,  although  it  is  the  bounden  duty  of  a  jury  ^ 
to  protect  him  in  the  fair  exercise  of  his  patent  right,  it  is  of  great 
importance  to  the  public,  and  by  law  it  is  absolutely  necessary,  that  the 
patentee  should  state  in  his  specification,  not  only  the  nature  of  his 
invention,  but  how  that  invention  may  be  carried  into  effect."  Unless 
he  be  required  to  do  that,  monopolies  would  be  given  for  fourteen  years 
to  persons  who  would  not  on  their  part  do  what  in  justice  and  in  law 
they  ought  to  do,  state  fairly  to  the  public  what  their  invention  is,  in 
order  that  other  persons  may  know  what  is  the  prohibited  ground,  and 
in  order  that  the  public  may  be  made  acquainted  with  the  means  by 
which  the  invention  is  to  be  carried  into  effect."  In  The  King  v. 
Wheeler,  2  B.  &.  Aid.  345,  a  patent  was  taken  out  for  '^  a  new  or 
improved  method  of  drying  and  preparing  malt :"  in  the  specification,  it 
was  stated  that  the  invention  consisted  in  exposing  malt,  previously 
made,  to  a  very  high  degree  of  heat ;  but  it  did  not  describe  any  new 
machine  invented  for  that  purpose,  nor  the  state,  whether  wet  or  dry,  in 
which  the  malt  was  originally  to  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  being  sub- 
jected to  the  process ;  nor  the  utmost  degree  of  heat  which  might  be 
safely  used ;  nor  the  length  of  time  to  be  employed ;  nor  the  exact 
criterion  by  which  it  might  be  known  when  the  process  was  accom- 
plished :  and  it  was  held  that  the  specification  was  not  sufficiently  precise, 
and  the  patent  consequently  void.  Abbott,  G.  J.,  in  pronouncing  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  there  says :  '^  A  specification  which  casts  upon 
the  public  the  expense  and  labour  of  experiment  and  trial,  is  undoubtedly 
bad.  If  it  be  said  that  all  these  matters  will  be  well  or  easily  known  to 
a  person  of  competent  skill  (and  to  such  only  the  patentee  may  be 
allowed  to  address  himself),  then  the  inventor  will  not  in  reality  have 
given  *any  useful  or  valuable  information  to  the  public :  so  that,  pj,gOAf» 
in  either  way  of  viewing  the  case,  there  is  either  no  certain  and  ^ 
clear  process  described,  or  the  process  described  is  such  as  might  be 
practised  without  the  assistance  of  the  patentee." 

The  specification  is  vague  and  uncertain.  In  describing  the  first  pro- 
cess, it  is  said  that  the  prepared  plate  is  to  be  submitted  to  ^^  a  consider- 
able degree  of  heat."  Again,  in  describing  the  second  operation,  it  is 
said,  that  ''the  time  necessary  for  this  operation  cannot  be  stated, 
because  it  depends  on  several  circumstances."    [Crbsswjsll,  J.  *  Taking 
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it  all  together,  it  amonnts  to  this — ^^  you  mnst  keep  the  plate  in  the 
iodine  box  until  it  assumes  a  golden  yellow  tint."  Maule,  J.  If  so 
much  nicety  of  description  were  required,  it  would  be  impossible  to  draw 
a  specification  at  all.  It  is  enotigh  if  it  be  so  explicit  as  to  enable  a  man 
of  ordinary  competent  skill,  and  willing  to  leam,  to  perform  the  opera- 
tion.] The  time  for  the  performance  of  the  third  operation  is  als^ 
extremely  vague.     The  whole  is  uncertain  and  obscure. 

The  specification  omits  to  distinguish  between  what  is  old  and  what  is 
new.  In  Macfarlane  v.  Price,  1  ^tark.  N.  P.  0. 199, 1  Webster's  Patent 
Cases,  74,  n.,  it  was  held,  that,  in  the  specification  of  a  patent  for  an 
improved  instrument,  it  is  essential  to  point  out  precisely  what  is  new 
and  what  is  old ;  and  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to  give  a  general  description 
of  the  construction  of  the  instrument,  without  making  such  distinction^ 
although  a  plate  is  annexed,  containing  a  detached  and  separate  repre- 
sentation  of  the  parts  in  which  the  improvement  consists.  Lord  Ellbk- 
BOROUGH,  in  nonsuiting  the  plaintiff,  said :  '^  The  patentee  in  his  specific 
cation  ought  to  inform  the  person  who  consults  it,  what  is  new,  and  what 
is  old.     He  should  say,  my  improvement  consists  in  this,  describing  it  by 

*9ft7l  ^^^^»  ^  ^®  ^*°>  ^^>  ^^  ^^^  ^J  *reference  to  figures.  But,  here 
-'  the  improvement  is  neither  described  in  words  nor  by  figures ; 
and  it  would  not  be  in  the  wit  of  man,  unless  he  were  previously 
acquainted  with  the  construction  of  the  instrument,  to  say  what  was 
new  and  what  was  old.  The  specification  states  that  the  improved 
instrument  is  made  in  manner  following:  this  is  not  true,  since  the 
description  comprises  that  which  is  old,  as  well. as  that  which  is  new. 
Then,  it  is  said,  that  the  patentee  may  put  in  aid  the  figures :  but,  how 
can  it  be  collected  from  the  whole  of  these,  in  what  the  improvement 
consists  ?  A  person  ought  to  be  warned  by  the  specification  against  the 
use  of  the  particular  invention :  but  it  would  exceed  the  wit  of  man  to 
discover  from  what  he  is  warned  in  a  case  like  this."  In  Morgan  v. 
Seaward,  2  M.  &  W.  544,  Pabkb,  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  says :  ^'  That  a  false  suggestion  of  the  grantee  avoids  an  ordinary 
grant  of  lands  or  tenements  from  the  crown,  is  a  maxim  of  the  common 
law :  and  such  a  grant  is  void,  not  against  the  crown  merely,  but  in  a 
suit  against  a  third  person :  Travell  v.  Carteret,  8  Lev.  185 ;  Alcock  v, 
Cooke,  5  Bmgh.  840,  2  M.  &;  P.  625.  It  is  on  the  same  principle  that 
a  patent  for  two  or  more  inventions,  when  one  is  not  new,  is  void  alto- 
gether, as  was  held  in  Hill  v.  Thompson,  8  Taunt.  875,  2  J.  B.  Moore, 
424,  and  Brunton  v.  Hawkes,  4  B.  &  Aid.  541,  for,  although  the  statute 
invalidates  a  patent  for  want  of  novelty,  and  consequently,  by  force  of 
the  statute,  the  patent  would  be  void,  so  far  as  related  to  that  which  was 
old,  yet  the  principle  on  which  the  patent  has  been  held  to  be  void  alto- 
gether, is,  that  the  consideration  for  the  grant  is  the  novelty  of  all,  and, 
the  connderation  failing,  or,  in  other  words,  the  crown  being  deceived  in 
its  grant,  the  patent  is  void,  and  no  action  is  maintainable  upon  it/* 
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hi  Saunders  t;.  Aston,  8  B.  ft  Aid.  881,  a  patent  was  *taken  out  r-^^r^r, 
for  improYements  in  making  buttons:  the  specification  stated  the  ■- 
improyement  to  consist  in  the  substitution  of  a  flexible  material  for  metal 
shanks,  and  it  described  the  mode  in  which  this  material  might  be  fixed 
to  the  intended  button,  and  made  to  project  from  it  in  the  necessary  con*- 
dition  for  use,  by  the  help,  among  other  things,  of  a  metal  collet  or  ring 
with  teeth :  neither  the  construction  of  the  button,  nor  the  application 
of  a  flexible  shank,  was  new ;  the  use  of  the  toothed  ring,  as  described 
in  the  specification,  was  so,  but  this  was  not  stated  to  be  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  invention ;  and  it  appeared  by  the  specification  that  the 
effect  produced  by  it  might  be  brought  about  in  other  modes,  which  the 
plaintiff  had  also  used :  it  was  held,  that  the  patent  was  not  sustainable, 
since  the  invention  consisted  only  in  combining  two  things  which  were 
not  new,  and  the  use  of  the  toothed  ring  in  forming  the  fiexible  shank, 
though  new,  was  not  the  object  of  the  invention,  but  only  a  mode,  among 
others  which  were  already  known,  of  carrying  it  into  effect.  [Wildb, 
C.  J.,  referred  to  Haworth  t;.  Hardcastle,  4  M.  ft  Scott,  720.]  The 
principle  was  again  acted  upon  in  Hill  i;.  Thompson,  8  Taunt.  875,  2 
J.  B.  Moore,  424,  Felton  v.  Greaves,  3  G.  ft  P.  611,  and  Gook  v.  Pearce, 
8  Q.  B.  1044, 1054.  Here,  the  specification  contains  five  things,  two  of 
which,  at  least,  are  old. 

Further,  the  invention  specified,  is  not  that  which  the  title  of  the 
patent  points  at.  The  title  is  for  ^'  a  new  or  improved  method  of  obtaining 
the  spontaneous  reproduction  of  all  the  images  received  in  the  focus  of  the 
camera  obscura."  Now,  that  is  untrue  in  several  respects.  In  the  first 
place,  it  appeared  that  stationary  objects  only  can  be  taken :  and,  in  the 
next  place,  it  is  only  by  the  light  of  the  sun  that  the  process  in  question 
*can  be  performed ;  whereas,  it  is  well  known  that  the  camera  r-^ottq 
obscura  will  reproduce  images  by  artificial  light.  Nor  is  the  *- 
image  produced  spontaneously,  as  alleged;  its  reproduction  depends 
upon  a  subsequent  chemical  operation;  and  it  appears  that  the  plate 
requires  to  be  submitted  to  the  rays  of  light  for  about  thirty  minutes. 
The  title,  therefore,  is  clearly  inaccurate. 

Sir  F.  Thesiffer,  F.  Bobinsan^  and  WebHeTf  in  support  of  the  rule. 
Taking  the  whole  of  the  specification  together,  and  applying  a  fair  and 
reasonable  construction  to  each  part  of  it,  ample  information  is  given  to 
an  operator  of  competent  skill.  The  inaccurate  use  of  words,  for 
instance, — ^as  in  Derosne  v.  Fairie, — will  not  vitiate  a  specification,  if 
the  sense  be  sufficiently  plain.  In  Russell  v.  Gowley,  1  G.  M.  ft  R.  864, 
1  Webster's  Patent  Gases,  459,  463,  a  patent  claimed  the  invention  of 
manufacturing  tubes  by  drawing  them  through  rollers,  using  a  maundril 
in  the  course  of  the  operation :  a  later  patent  claimed  the  invention  of 
manufacturing  tubes  by  drawing  them  through  fixed  dies  or  holes,  but 
tiie  specification  was  silent  as  to  the  use  of  the  maundril :  and  it  was 
held,  that,  taking  the  whole  specification  together,  it  must  be  inferred 
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that  the  manndril  was  not  to  be  need,  and  that  the  patent  was  good. 
Pabee,  B.,  there  says :  ^^  In  the  constraction  of  a  patent,  the  conrt  is 
bound  to  read  the  specification  so  as  to  support  it,  if  it  can  fairly  be 
done.  Taking  the  whole  effect  of  the  specification  together,  it  is  clear 
that  it  was  intended  to  exclude  the  maundril/'  And  in  M' Alpine  v. 
Mangnall,  3  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  496,  the  same  learned  judge,  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  court  of  error,  lays  down  the  same  rule  of  construction. 
**'  The  patentees,"  he  observes,  ''  begin  by  describing  their  improvements 
m  *^  consist  in  a  novel  *arrangement  of  mechanism  for  the  purpose 
J  of  stretching,  drying,  and  finishing  woven  fabrics.  They  after- 
wards go  on  to  explain  their  mode  of  conducting  the  operation,  evidently 
referring  to  some  known  mode  of  stretching  and  drying  cloth :  and, 
towards  the  close,  they  remark  that  they  are  aware  that  many  simple 
contrivances  might  be  devised  for  effecting  the  object  of  their  improve- 
ments, viz.  giving  vibratory  motion  to  the  selvages  of  the  cloth,  for  the 
purposes  above  stated :  but  they  go  on  to  say — ^  as  it  is  not  practicable  to 
describe  every  possible  method  in  detail,  we  desire  it  to  be  understood 
that  any  mode  even  of  moving  one  side  or  selvage  of  the  cloth  whilst 
the  other  remains  stationary,  we  shall  consider  to  be  an  evasive  imita- 
tion of  our  invention,  if  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  the  threads  into 
diagonal  positions  by  mechanical  means,  instead  of  manual  labour.'  The 
beginning  and  the  end  of  the  specification,  it  is  true,  rather  bear  the 
aspect  of  claiming  the  machinery  for  the  whole  process.  But,  taking 
the  specification  altogether,  and  giving  its  words  a  fair  and  reasonable 
irUerpretation,  it  seems  to  be  obvious  that  the  patentees  only  claim  as 
their  invention  those  improvements  on  the  old  machine  that  give  the 
vibrating  motion  to  the  fabric  in  the  course  of  drying."  It  was  not 
possible  for  an  operator  possessed  of  a  reasonable  amount  of  skill  and 
chemical  knowledge,  to  be  misled  by  the  direction  in  this  specification, 
as  to  the  application  of  the  acid  for  the  third  time  to  the  plate.  He 
would  at  once  understand  that  to  be  a  part  of  the  first  process,  and  to 
be  intended  to  precede  the  submitting  the  plate  to  the  action  of  the  light 
in  the  camera  obscura.  To  use  the  language  of  Parke,  B.,  in  Neilsoa 
V.  Harford,  8  M.  &;  W.  824,  the  specification  is  such  as,  ^^  if  fairly  fol- 
lowed out  by  a  competent  workman,  without  invention  or  addition, 
^9111  *^^^^^  produce  the  machine  (or,  in  this  case,  the  result)  for  which 
-I  the  patent  is  taken  out."  The  plaintiff  is,  therefore,  clearly 
entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered  for  him  on  the  twelfth  issue. 

Our.  adv.  vulL 

Wilde,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case  by  the  assignee  of  a  patent,  for  the 
infiringement  of  a  patent  granted  to  Miles  Berry,  and  by  him  assigned  to 
the  plaintiff,  for  ^'  an  invention  of  a  new  or  improved  method  of  obtain^ 
ing  the  spontaneous  reproduction  of  all  the  images  received  in  the  foeut 
of  the  camera  obscura." 
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The  defendant  pleaded, — first,  not  guilty, — secondly,  non  concessit^ — 
thirdly,  that  the  patent  was  obtained .  by  frand, — fourthly,  that  Miles 
Berry  was  not  the  first  inventor, — fifthly,  sixthly,  and  seventhly,  pleaa 
that  were  demurred  to, — eighthly,  that  the  invention  was  not  a  new 
manufacture  for  which  letters-patent  could  be  granted, — ninthly,  that  it 
was  not  a  new  invention,  as  to  the  public  use, — tenthly,  a  plea  to  which 
there  was  a  demurrer,^-eleventhly,  that  the  title  was,  in  its  claim,  descrip- 
tion, and  definition,  inconsistent  and  at  variance  with,  and  too  large  for 
the  invention,  as  described  in  the  specification  [to  which  the  plaintiff 
replied,  that  the  description  was  true  and  proper], — twelfthly,  that  Miles 
Berry  did  not  by  any  instrument  in  writing,  &c.,  particularly  describe  the 
nature  of  his  invention,  &c., — ^thirteenthly,  that  Miles  Berry  did  not  assign 
to  the  plaintiff, — fourteenthly,  leave  and  license  [replication,  de  injurid'}j 
— ^fifteenthly,  that  the  invention  was  of  no  use  to  the  public ;  to  which 
the  plaintiff  replied,  that  it  was  of  use,  &c. 

At  the  trial,  before  me,  at  the  sittings  in  London,  after  Trinity  term, 
1847,  evidence  was  given  by  the  *plaintiff  to  maintain  the  first,  r*oiQ 
second,  third,  fourth,  eighth,  ninth,  thirteenth,  fourteenth,  and  ^ 
fifteenth  issues.  To  prove  the  twelfth  issue,  the  specification  was  put  in ; 
which,  after  stating  that  the  invention  was  communicated  to  the  patentee 
by  a  foreigner  residing  in  France,  proceeded  to  describe  the  process 
thus: — "The  process  is  divided  into  five  operations."  [His  lordship 
read  the  specification.] 

A  witness,  called  to  prove  that  the  specification  would  enable  a  per- 
son of  competent  skill  to  effect  the  reproduction  of  images  received  in 
the  focus  of  the  camera  obscura,  stated  that  the  application  of  acid  after 
the  plate  had  been  coated  with  iodine,  would  render  the  experiment 
abortive ;  whereupon  it  was  objected  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant, 
that  the  specification  was  bad;  that  the  third  of  the  five  operations 
described,  is,  submitting  in  the  camera  obscura  the  prepared  surface  or 
plate  to  the  action  of  the  light,  that  it  may  receive  the  images, — the 
second  operation  being  the  coating  the  plate  with  iodine.  But  the  spe- 
cification says, — "  It  is,  however,  considered  indispensable  just  before  the 
moment  of  using  the  plates  in  the  camera,  or  reproducing  the  design,  to 
put  at  least  once  more  some  acid  on  the  plate,  and  to  rub  it  lightly  with 
pounce,  as  before  stated.''  And  it  was  argued,  that,  as  this  was  to  be 
done  just  before  the  moment  of  using  the  plates  in  the  camera,  it  must* 
be  done  after  the  plates  had  been  coated  with  iodine.  The  specification, 
therefore,  described  that  as  indispensable,  which,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence, would  render  the  whole  experiment  fruitless. 

I  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  objection  was  fatal:  and  it  was 
arranged  that  the  jury  should  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the 
issue  on  the  twelfth  plea, — ^the  plaintiff  having  leave  to  move  to  enter  the 
rerdict  in  his  favour,  if  the  court  should  think  the  specification  sufficient : 
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*21  ^1  ^^^  ^^  defendants'  counsel  also  had  ^liberty  to  raise,  on  the  argiu 
-'  ment  of  such  role,  other  objections  to  the  specification. 
The  other  issues  were  found  for  the  plaintiff,  with  40«.  damages. 
In  Michaelmas  term,  1847,  a  rule  nisi  was  granted  according  to  die 
leave  reserved ;  which  was  argued  in  last  Hilary  term.  The  counsel  for 
the  defendants,  on  that  occasion,  raised  several  other  objections  to  the 
specification :  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  notice  them  now,  as  they  were  dis- 
posed of  during  the  argument.  But  the  court  took  time  to  consider  the 
arguments  on  the  more  substantial  question  which  had  been  raised  on  the 
trial  of  the  cause :  and  we  have  now  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
objections  then  made  to  the  specification  cannot  be  sustained.  In  Bus- 
sell  V.  Cowley,  1  C.  M.  &  B.  864,  which  was  an  action  for  the  infringe- 
ment of  a  patent  granted  for  '^  certain  improvements  in  manufacturing 
tubes  for  gas  and  other  purposes,''  a  question  arose  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  specification.  The  substance  of  the  invention  was,  a  method  of 
manufacturing  iron  tubes  without  the  use  of  a  maundril :  the  specification 
did  not,  in  terms,  say  that  a  maundril  was  not  to  be  used ;  but  the  court 
held,  that,  taking  the  whole  specification  together,  it  was  plain  that  any 
man  of  intelligence  would  understand  that  a  maundril  was  not  to  he  used ; 
and  that  it  was  sufficient :  and  Pabkb,  B.,  said :  "  In  the  construction 
of  a  patent,  the  court  is  bound  to  read  the  specification  so  as  to  support 
it,  if  it  can  fairly  be  done.  Taking  the  whole  effect  of  the  specification 
together,  it  is  clear  that  it  was  intended  to  exclude  the  maundril." 
Again,  in  Neilson  v.  Harford,  8  M.  &  W.  825,  it  was  said,  with  refer- 
ence to  another  specification, — ^^  It  is  a  just  rule  of  construction,  to  judge 
of  the  meaning  of  a  particular  phrase,  by  taking  the  whole  instrument 
♦91  n  *^^i^^^^^'"  Again,  in  M'Alpine  t;.  Mangnall,  8  Man.  Gr.  &  S. 
^  496,  where  it  had  been  urged  that  the  specification  claimed  too 
much,  the  court  said — ^'  The  beginning  and  the  end  of  the  specification, 
it  is  true,  rather  bear  the  aspect  of  claiming  the  machinery  for  the  whole 
process.  But,  taking  the  specification  altogether,  and  giving  its  words  a 
fair  and  reasonable  interpretation,  it  seems  to  be  obvious  that  the  pa- 
tentees only  claim  as  their  invention  those  improvements  on  the  old  ma- 
chine, that  give  the  vibrating  motion  to  the  fabric  while  in  the  course  of 
drying,"  lb.  518.  Applying  the  same  principle  of  construction  to  the 
specification  before  us,  we  think  it  is  free  from  any  such  mistake  or 
obscurity  as  would  mislead  a  person  of  fair  intelligence.  The  specifica- 
tion states  that  the  process  is  divided  into  five  operations.  "  The  first 
consists  in  polishing  and  cleaning  the  silver  surface  of  the  plate,  in  order 
to  properly  prepare  or  qualify  it  for  receiving  the  sensitive  layer  or 
coating,  upon  which  the  action  of  the  light  traces  the  design.  The 
second  operation  is,  the  applying  that  sensitive  layer  or  coating  to  the 
silver  surface.  The  third,  in  submittipg  in  the  camera  obscura  the  pre- 
pared surface  or  plate  to  the  action  of  the  light,  so  that  it  may  receive 
the  images.     The  fourth,  in  bringing  out  or  making  appear  the  image, 
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pietnre,  or  representation,  which  is  not  yisible  when  the  pkte  is  first 
taken  out  of  the  camefa  obscnra.     The  fifth  and  last  operation,  is,  that 
of  removing  the  sensitive  layer  or  coating,  which  would  continue  to  be 
affected,  and  undergo  different  changes  from  the  action  of  light:*" 
this  would  necessarily  tend  to  destroy  the  design  or  tracing  so  ob- 
tained in  the  camera  obsoura."    It  then  gives  a  description  of  the  first 
operation, — ^preparing  the  silver  surface  of  the  plate;  the  concluding 
part  of  which  directs  that  nitric  acid  dissolved  in  water  is  to  be  applied 
*three  different  times,  care  being  taken  to  sprinkle  each  time  the  r^o-tn 
plate  with  powder,  and  rub  it  dry,  and  very  lightly,  with  clean  ^ 
cotton :  and  thia  concludes  the  description  of  the  first  operation,  viz.  the 
preparing  the  silver  surface  of  the  plate,  when  it  is  intended  for  imme- 
diate use :  and  to  this  part  of  the  specification  no  objection  was,  or  could 
be,  made.    But  then  some  further  information  is  given  respecting  the 
preparation  of  the  plate,  in  these  words: — ''When  the  plate  is  not 
intended  for  immediate  use  or  operation,  the  acid  may  be  used  only  twice 
upon  its  surface  after  being  exposed  to  heat.     The  first  part  of  the  ope- 
ration, that  is,  the  preparation  as  far  as  the  second  application  of  the 
acid,  may  be  done  at  any  time :  this  will  allow  of  a  number  of  plates 
being  kept  prepared  up  to  the  last  slight  operation.     It  is,  however,  con- 
sidered indispensable,  that,  just  before  the  moment  of  ttsing  the  plates  in 
the  camerOj  or  the  reproducing  the  design,  to  put  at  least  once  more  some 
add  on  the  plate,  and  to  rub  it  lightly  with  pounce,  as  before  stated : 
finally,  the  plate  must  be  cleaned  with  cotton  from  all  pounce  dust  which 
may  be  on  the  surface  or  its  edges."    Upon  this  part  of  the  specification, 
it  was  contended  that  the  direction  to  apply  acid  just  before  the  moment 
of  using  the  plates  in  the  camera  (which  is  the  third  operation),  was  a 
direction  to  use  it  after  the  second  operation,  viz.  the  coating  the  plate 
with  iodine ;  and  that  using  the  acid  at  that  period  would  entirely  spoil 
the  whole  process.    But  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  passage  in  ques- 
tion is  part  of  the  directions  given  for  performing  the  first  operation,  viz. 
preparing  the  plate  to  receive  the  iodine.     It  is  to  be  observed,  when  the 
plate  is  not  intended  to  be  used  immediately,  and  where  it  has  previously 
been  partially j  but  not  entirely ,  prepared  for  the  iodine,  this  last  appli*' 
cation  of  acid  is  still  to  precede  the  second  operation.    The  whole  passage 
may  be  considered  as  in  a  "'parenthesis;  and  the  expression  "just  ri^o\a 
before  the  moment  of  using  the  plate  in  the  camera,  "(a)  is  put  in 
opposition  to  the  time  of  partially  preparing  the  plate ;  after  which  it  is 
supposed  to  have  been  laid  by  for  future  use.    That  this  is  the  real  mean- 
ing of  the  passage,  is  further  manifested  by  what  follows  in  a  subsequent 
part  of  the  printed  specification, — ''  After  this  second  operation  (viz.  the 
application  of  iodine)  is  completed,  the  plate  is  to  be  passed  to  the  third 
operation,  or  that  of  the  camera  obscura.     Wherever  it  is  possible,  the 
one  operation  should  immediately  follow  the  other."     It  is  plain,  thero- 

(a)  The  expression  in  the  French  spedfloaUon,  was,  "  ait  nument," 
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Ibre,  that  the  patentee  did  not  intend  any  separate  operation  to  intervene 
between  the  application  of  iodine  and  the  introduction  of  the  plate  into 
the  camera  ohscura.  The  last  application  of  acid  muat,  therefore,  have 
been  intended  to  precede  the  second  operation. 

This,  we  think,  is  the  fair  construction  of  the  language  of  the  specific 
eation.  And,  although  there  may,  at  first  sight,  be  some  appearance  of 
obscurity  in  it,  we  think  that  it  is  cleared  away  by  a  consideration  of  the 
whole ;  and  that  it  is  sufficiently  plain  to  be  understood  by  an  operator 
of  fair  intelligence.  If  that  be  so,  it  follows  that  the  rule  to  enter  a 
verdict  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  should  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


^  ^    *GROOM  and  Another,  Assignees  of  THOMAS  TURNER,  a 
^■^^J  Bankrupt,  v.  WATSON.    June  25. 

Sinco  tha  statnte  6  A  7  Viot  o.  85.  the  Iwnknipt  is  an  admissible  witness  to  prore  the  poUtioning 

creditor's  debt 

Notice  having  been  given  in  this  case  to  dispute  the  petitioning 
creditor's  debt,  the  bankrupt  was  called  at  the  trial,  before  Gresswbll, 
J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London,  in  Trinity  terra,  1848,  to  prove  it ;  when  it 
was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  bankrupt  was  not  a 
competent  witness  for  that  purpose,  notwithstanding  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c. 
86.  Udal  V.  Walton,  14  M.  &  W.  254,  was  relied  on  for  the  plaintiffs, 
t6  show  that  the  bankrupt  was  an  admissible  witness. 

The  learned  judge  admitted  him,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain- 
tiffs, damages  60L 

•  Whitehurstj  in  the  same  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  of  the  bankrupt  had  been  improperly 
received. 

ByleSj  Serjt.,  and  BoviUy  in  Trinity  term  last,  showed  cause.  It  may 
be  conceded,  that,  before  the  passing  of  Lord  Denman's  act,  the  bank- 
rupt was  not  an  admissible  witness  to  prove  any  of  the  requisites  to  sup- 
port the  commission.  This  was  expressly  so  decided  in  Chapman  v. 
Gardner,  2  H.  Blac.  279,  and  also  in  two  earlier  cases  of  Cross  v.  Fox, 
lb.  279  (a),  and  Flower  v.  Herbert,  lb.  In  Morgan  v.  Pryor,  2  B.  &  C. 
14,  8  D.  &  R.  215  {per  nom.  Morgan  v.  Price),  3  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  68, 
— ^where  the  bankrupt  was  called  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  the  com- 
^Q-io-i  naissioners,  in  orrlcr  *to  identify  the  proceedings  taken  under  the 
J  commission  against  him, — Bayley,  J,,  says :  "  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  bankrupt  was  a  competent  witness  to  prove  that  for  which  he 
was  called,  although  incompetent  to  prove  any  fact  necessary  to  support 
the  commission.  It  has  been  said  that  it  is  too  late  now  to  inquire  into 
the  principle  upon  which  a  bankrupt  has  been  held  incompetent  for  that 
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purpose.  I  think  it  is  also  too  late  to  extend  the  rule  beyond  the  letter 
of  former  decisions.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  rule  was  founded  upon 
the  principle  of  interest  in  the  bankrupt.  Before  the  49  G.  3,  c.  121, 
was  passed,  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  were  bound  to  produce  witnesses 
to  prove  the  trading,  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  and  the  act  of 
bankruptcy ;  and,  if  they  were  unable  to  do  that,  it  formed  a  ground 
upon  which  the  lord  chancellor  might  possibly  supersede  the  commission. 
That  would  render  the  certificate  inoperative ;  and  therefore  the  bank- 
rupt was  considered  interested  in  the  support  of  the  commission. 
But,  merely  faUing  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  the  commissioners,  is 
not  a  ground  upon  which  the  lord  chancellor  would  think  of  super* 
seding  a  commission.  The  principle  upon  which  the  former  decisions 
proceeded  does  not,  then,  apply  to  this  case;  and  the  bankrupt  was 
properly  received  as  a  witness."  And  Holbotd,  J.,  skys:  "It  has 
been  held,  that,  in  actions  by  assignees,  although  the  bankrupt  may 
be  a  witness  for  other  purposes,  yet  he  cannot  prove  the  act  of  bank* 
ruptcy,  trading,  or  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  because  those  circum- 
stances are  necessary,  not  only  to  the  action,  but  to  the  commission  itself. 
The  case  in  2  H.  Bl.  shows  that  the  bankrupt  was  considered  interested 
in  proving  each  of  those  facts,  lest  proceedings  should  be  had  to  supersede 
the  commission ;  and,  for  that  reason,  he  was  considered  as  incompetent." 
[Maulb,  J.  The  recent  statute  removes  the  objection  to  the  bankrupt's 
^admissibility,  on  the  ground  of  interesf]  It  is  not  easy  to  ascer-  r^^oi  9 
tain  the  exact  principle  upon  which  his  exclusion  rested :  bat  at 
all  events  it  is  now  removed.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  He  was  formerly  excluded, 
as  well  on  the  ground  of  crime,  as  on  the  ground  of  interest*]  Lord 
Dbnman's  act  removes  both  objections.  That  act  recites,  that  "The 
inquiry  after  truth,  in  courts  of  justice,  is  often  obstructed  by  incapaci- 
ties created  by  the  present  law,  and  it  is  desirable  that  full  information 
as  to  the  facts  in  issue,  both  in  criminal  and  in  civil  cases^  should  be  laid 
before  the  persons  who  are  appointed  to  decide  upon  them,  and  that  such 
persons  should  exercise  their  judgment  on  the  credit  of  the  witnesses 
adduced,  and  on  the  truth  of  their  testimony ;"  it  then  proceeds  to  enact, 
"  that  no  person  offered  as  a  witness  shall  hereafter  be  excluded  by  rea- 
son of  incapacity,  from  crime  or  interest^  from  giving  evidence,  either  in 
person  or  by  deposition,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  on  the 
trial  of  any  issue  joined,  or  of  any  matter  or  question,  or  on  any  inquiry 
arising  in  any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  in  any  court, 
or  before  any  judge,  jury,  sheriff,  coroner,  magistrate,  ofiScer,  or  person 
having,  by  law,  or  by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and 
examine  evidence ;  but  that  every  person  so  offered  may  and  shall  be 
admitted  to  give  evidence  on  oath,  or  solemn  affirmation  in  those  cases 
wherein  affirmation  is  by  law  receivable,  notwithstanding  that  such  per- 
son may  or  shall  have  an  interefi;  in  the  matter  in  question,  or  in  the 
event  of  the  trial  of  any  issue,  matter,  question,  or  injury  [inquiry],  or 
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of  the  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  in  which  he  is  offered  as  a  witness,  and 
notwithstanding  that  such  person  offered  as  a  witness  may  have  been 
previously  convicted  of  any  crime  or  offence."  [Maulb,  J,  Crime  or 
interest  were  not  the  only  grounds  of  exclusion  of  witnesses :  put  the 
*2901  ^^^  ^^  husband  and  *wife.(a)  The  bankrupt  may  have  been  held 
"'  incompetent  on  the  ground  of  policy, — that  a  person  who  was 
about  to  sue  out  a  commission,  should  not  rely  upon  the  bankrupt's  evi- 
dence to  sustain  it.]  The  only  authority  for  the  position  that  public 
policy  was  the  ground  of  rejection,  is  a  note  in  Starkie's  Law  of  Evi- 
dence.(5)  In  Udal  v.  Walton,  14  M.  &  W.  254,  the  bankrupt  was  called 
to  prove  notice  to  execution-creditors,  of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and 
also  to  prove  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt.  It  was  objected  that  he 
was  incompetent ;  but  his  evidence  was  received.  Upon  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  says :  ^^  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  evidence  of 
the  bankrupt  was  properly  received.  His  testimony  was  tendered,  not 
to  support  the  commission,  but  to  prove  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt. 
The  question,  therefore,  as  to  his  competency  to  support  the  commission, 
does  not  arise ;  he  clearly  is  competent  to  prove  collateral  facts ;  and, 
in  truth,  this  point  was  given  up  on  the  argument."  And  Alderson,  B., 
says :  ^^  I  do  not  see  why  he  was  not  competent  to  prove  even  the  act  of 
bankruptcy."  The  statute,  it  is  to  be  observed,  is  a  remedial  one. 
[Wilde,  0.  J.     I  do  not  think  it  remedies  more  evils  than  it  creates.] 

Whitehurstj  in  support  of  the  rule.  Before  the  passing  of  Lord  Dbk- 
HAn's  act,  a  bankrupt  was  clearly  an  incompetent  witness,  either  to  sup- 
port or  to  impeach  the  commission  or  fiat.  That  shows  conclusively  that 
interest  could  not  have  been  the  sole  ground  of  exclusion.  He  was  a 
competent  witness  for  other  purposes,  whether  for  or  against  his  assignees, 
provided  he  released  the  surplus.  If  interest  had  been  the  ground,  his 
*2211  ®^^^^^^^^  would  equally  have  extended  to  collateral  '''matters. 
And  crime  certainly  was  not  the  groupd.  The  suggestion  in  the 
note  in  2  Starkie  on  Evidence,  p.  191  (c2),  is  the  correct  one,  viz.  that 
the  exclusion  of  the  bankrupt  rests  on  grounds  of  public  policy :  and  to 
this  ground  of  exclusion  Lord  Denman's  act  has  no  application.  That 
statute  does  not  apply,  where  the  objection  is  to  particular  questions,  and 
not  to  the  general  competency  of  the  witness.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Bank- 
rupts have  been  called  to  prove  fraudulent  preference.]  There  seems  to 
be  some  inaccuracy  in  the  report  of  the  case  of  Udal  v.  Walton :  at  all 
events,  it  is  not  an  authority  to  the  extent  contended  for  in  the  present 
case.  Our.  adv.  vult. 

Wilde,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

A  rule  nisi  was  granted  in  this  case,  to  set  aside  the  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  for  60Z.,  upon  the  ground  that  the  bankrupt  had  improperly  been 
admitted  as  a  witness  to  prove  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  the  defend- 

(a)  See  Jourdain  o.  Leferre,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  0.  66. 

(6)  8d  edit  ToL  XL  p^  191,  eitiag  Ohriatiaa'B  Buknipt  Uiw,  44/L 
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ant  havmg  given  notice  of  his  intention  to  dispute  it.  And  the  onlj 
question  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  is,  whether  the  bankrupt  was 
a  competent  witness  to  prove  such  debt :  and  that  depends  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  6  ft  7  Vict.  c.  85.  The  authorities  were  too  numerous 
to  admit  of  any  question,  as  to  the  non-admissibility  of  the  bankrupt  as 
a  witness  to  support  or  to  negative  either  the  trading,  act  of  bankruptcj, 
or  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  before  the  passing  of  the  statute  referred 
to.  The  question,  therefore,  depends  entirely  upon  the  construction  of 
that  statute;  which  recites  that  the  inquiry  after  truth  is  often  obstructed 
by  incapacities  created  by  the  present  law,  and  that  it  was  desirable  that 
full  information  as  to  the  facts  in  issue  should  be  laid  before  the  persons 
appointed  to  '''decide  upon  them,  and  that  such  persons  should  r^ooo 
exercise  their  judgment  on  the  credit  of  the  witnesses  adduced,  ^ 
and  on  the  truth  of  their  testimony.  It  was  therefore  enacted  that  no 
person  should  thereafter  be  excluded,  by  reason  of  incapacity  from  crime 
or  interest,  from  giving  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  any  issue  joined,  but 
that  every  person  so  offered  should  be  admitted  to  give  evidence  on  oath, 
notwithstanding  such  person  should  have  an  interest  in  the  matter  in 
question,  or  in  the  event  of  the  trial  in  which  he  should  be  offered  as  a 
witness,  and  notwithstanding  such  person  should  have  been  previously 
convicted  of  any  crime, — subject  to  certain  exceptions  not  material  to 
»the  present  case. 

It  has  long  been  considered,  and  held  as  a  settled  rule,  that  the  bank- 
rupt was  an  incompetent  witness  upon  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the 
commission  or  fiat  in  bankruptcy ;  and  that  although  the  question  might 
be  tried  in  an  action  or  suit  in  the  event  of  which  the  bankrupt  had  no 
interest :  and  it  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  consider,  for  the  purpose  of 
deciding  whether  the  statute  in  question  has  made  the  bankrupt  a  com- 
petent witness,  upon  what  ground  he  was  deemed  to  be  incompetent  before 
the  fttatute, — the  effect  of  that  statute  being,  to  render  admissible  persons 
who  before  its  passing  were  inadmissible  by  reason  of  crime  or  interest. 

In  some  cases,  objection  has  been  made  to  the  bankrupt's  being  exa- 
mined as  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  upon  the  ground  that  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy was  an  offence  or  crime  which  might  subject  the  party  to  forfeit- 
ure, and  to  which,  therefore,  he  was  not  liable  to  be  examined :  and  it 
would  seem  that  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  of  discovery  filed  by  the  assignee 
under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  against  the  bankrupt,  seeking  a  dis- 
covery of  the  trading  and  act  of  bankruptcy,  was,  upon  that  ground, 
allowed  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  but  '*'over-  1-4(223 
ruled  in  regard  to  the  discovery  sought  of  the  trading :  Chambers 
V.  Thompson,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  483. 

The  objection  upon  the  ground  that  it  may  subject  a  witness  to  a 
charge  of  crime,  or  to  a  forfeiture,  is,  however,  no  objection  to  the  ad- 
missibility of  a  witness,  and  is  an  objection  that  can  be  taken  only  by 
the  witness  himself,  for  his  own  protection, — except  in  certain  cases  of 
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^onnotioiiy  not  material  to  be  adrerted  to.  Bat  tbe  admiflwibflity  of  tbo 
binkrapt  apon  vaj  oooaaion  as  a  witaoBS  ia  na^foittf  or  againat  the  Tali- 
ditjy  of  the  oommiflaion  or  ,^  has  been  put  apon  the  ground  of  interest,; 
and  the  exelnsion  has  been  carried,  it  is  said,  to  an  anomalous  extent, 
inasmnch  as  a  bankrupt  is  held  to  be  inadmissible  to  di9prove  the  bank- 
ruptcy, even  after  he  had  obtained  a  certificate,  and  thereby  become 
discharged  from  his  debts,  and  where,  therefore,  he  would  appear  to 
have  the  strongest  interest  to  support  the  bankruptcy :  and  the  reason 
assigned  has  been,  that  a  bankrupt  stands  in  such  a  peculiar  position  that 
there  are  no  means  of  deciding  whether,  in  any  giren  case,  he  has  a 
greater  interest  to  support  or  to  defeat  the  bankruptcy ;  and,  as  the 
interest  of  rarious  persons  other  than  the  litigating  parties  might  be 
inyolved  in  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  by  a 
$uper$edea$  or  establishment  of  the  bankruptcy  by  means  of  the  bank« 
rupt's  testimony,  public  policy  has  been  said  to  require  the  exclusion 
altogether  of  his  testimony  upon  the  subject.  This  ground  of  exclusion 
is  plainly  referable  to  the  presumption  of  a  bankrupt's  interest  in  the 
question,  and  that  such  interest  had  a  tendency  to  bias  his  testimony, 
contrary  to  the  touth  of  the  facts  upon  which  he  might  be  examined. 

Public  policy  has  nerer  been  referred  to  as  the  ground  of  exclusion, 
*QM1  ^^^P^  ^  reference  to  the  bias  '^from  interest,  to  which  his  testi* 
^  mony  might  be  supposed  to  be  subject,  and  from  the  impossibility 
of  ascertaining  whether  that  interest  would  be  advanced  or  prejudiced 
by.  the  testimony  which  the  party  tendering  his  evidence  might  anticipate 
he  would  give,  and  by  reason  of  the  possibility  that  the  interest  and 
rights  of  parties  not  before  the  court  <»»  the  particular  trial,  might  be 
affected  consequentially  by  the  testimony, — ^that  is,  by  the  bankruptcy 
being  superseded  or  affirmed. 

The  exclusion  of  the  banknq[>t,  therefore,  being  referable  to  the  pos- 
sible bias  to  which  his  testimony  might  be  subject  from  his  interest,  it 
appears  to  be  the  object  and  intention  of  the  statute  referred  to,  that 
interest  should  no  longer  be  a  ground  for  excluding  testimony  in  a  judi- 
cial proceeding ;  and  that,  for  the  future,  the  existence  of  interest  on 
the  part  of  a  person  tendered  as  a  witness,  should  have  no  other  effect 
than  upon  the  credit  to  be  given  to  his  testimony  by  the  authority 
charged  with  the  duty  of  determining  upon  its  truth. 

The  text  books,  from  the  earliest  period,  contain  little  more  than  the 
statement  that  a  bankrupt  is  an  incompetent  witness  upon  the  question 
of  bankruptcy  or  no  bankruptcy ;  and  a  reference  in  detail  to  the  nume- 
rous cases  in  which  the  doctrine  has  been  acted  upon  (the  result  of  which 
authorities  we  have  before  stated,  and  which  does  not  seem  to  be  open  to 
ai\y  doubt),  appears  to  be  unnecessary. 

We  therefore  think  the  evidence  of  the  bankrupt  in  support  of  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debt,  was  properly  admitted,  under  the  authority 
of  the  ftatpto  before  mentioned,  and  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  dipeharged. 
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A  eoAtnei  to  ^  petlbnned  ''dlreollj/^  mdcns,  to  Be  jMrformed,  noi  ''wrtbin  a  remaonabk  time,** 

Oa  the  ISib  of  Febniary*  the  pUiiitiff  wiote  to  tfie  defeadeitt,  oAtoint  ^  n^Vlj  Idn  «Hk  liieMt 
cake  at  10^  15t.  per  ton :  on  the  19th,  the  defendant  replied,  *'  I  can  take  flve  tons  at  102. 10§,, 
Imi  it  mmi  he  put  on  hoard  direcHy :"  and  on  the  23d,  the  plaintiff  again  wrote,  "  I  shall  ahip 
yoB  flve  tone  beat  eakes  lo-aiorroi^i''— H^d,  that  this  ooneipottdeooe  did  wsi  pNve  a  oentrael 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  aooept  oake  "  to  be  dellTered  within  a  rtamnakk  fMM." 

A  eontraet  if  oompleto  npon  the  posting  by  one  party,  of  a  letter  addressed  to  the  other,  aooept- 
iag  the  lerma  offisred  by  the  latter,  BOtwllkitatt<yng'siMak  letter  nerer  readi^  tis  detthiatfon. 


Assumpsit*  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  tha^  on,  &c.| 
the  defendant  bargained  for  and  bongbt  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff, 
at  the  defendant's  reqae8t,(a)  then  sold  to  the  defendant,  fire  ton^  of  lin- 
seed cake,  at  and  for  the  price  or  sum  of  lOL  10«.  for  each  and  eyerjr 
ton  thereof,  to  be  delivered  hy  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  within  a  rea^ 
ionable  time  in  that  behalf,  and  to  be  paid  for,  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  delivery  thereof:  Mutnal  promises:  Averment,  that  the 
plaintiff  was,  at  all  reasonable  times  after  the  making  of  the  said  con* 
tract,  ready  and  willing  to  deliver  the  said  linseed  cake,  and  afterwards,, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  requested  the  defendant  to  accept  the  same,  and  to  pay 
him  the  price  thereof:  Breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not  nor  wonl^ 
when  he  was  so  requested,  or  at  any  time,  accept  the  sidd  linseed  cake, 
or  any  part  thereof,  or  pay  the  plaintiff  for  the  same,  &c.,  but  wholly 
neglected  and  refused  so  to  do ;  whereby  the  plaintiff  had  incurred  and 
been  put  to  great  expense  in  and  about  the  carriage  and  conveyance  of 
the  said  linseed  cake,  &c. 

There  was  also  a  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  a  count  upon 
on  account  stated. 

*The  defendant  pleaded, — first,  non  assumpsit, — secondly,  to  r^ooA 
the  first  coxmt,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  ready  and  willing  to  '- 
deliver  the  said  linseed  cake,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration 
alleged. 

Upon  these  pleas  the  plaintiff  joined  issue. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Cbesswell,  J.,  at  the  summer  assises  at 
York,  1848.  The  facts  were  as  follows : — The  plaintiff  was  an  oil-cake 
merchant  at  Hull;  the  defendant  was  a  farmer  al  Westkeal,  near 
Coningsby,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln.  On  the  18th  of  February,  1848, 
the  plaintiff  wrote  to  the  defendant,  ofiering  to  supply  him  with  linseed 
cake  at  101. 15«.  per  ton.  The  defendant  on  the  19th  answered,—:!  can 
take  five  tons  of  cake  at  lOZ.  lOt. ;  but  it  must  be  put  on  board  direcUy^ 
as  it  takes  some  time  to  get  to  Coningsby/'  On  the  22d  the  plaintiff 
posted  a  letter  at  Hull,  directed  to  the  defendant,  accepting  hui  offer,  in 
these  terms : — ^^  I  shall  ship  you  five  tons  best  fresh  made  cakes  Uhmwr^ 
rowj  at  102.  10«."    ^ihia  last-mentioned  letter  enclosed  an  invoice.    Oi^ 

(a)  Uaneeeoaiy.    ySdeStfan.  Or.  A&19{I^6]C.  A  a.lit,?B» 
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the  26th|  the  fire  tons  of  oake  were  pfat  on  board  %  boat  called  die 
William,  belonging  to  one  Batcliffe,  and  bound  for  Lincoln,  wbere  it 
woold  luiYe  to  be  transhipped  for  Goningsby.  The  William  did  not  leaye 
Hull  until  Uie  28th  of  Febmary ;  and,  when  the  cake  reached  Ooningsby, 
on  the  17th  of  March,  the  defendant  declined  to  receive  it :  and,  on  the 
19th,  he  wrote  to  the  plaintiff,  saying,  that,  as  he  had  received  no  answer 
to  his  letter  of  the  19th  of  Febmary,  he  had  bought  other  cake  in  the 
neighbourhood. 

There  was  contradictory  evidence  as  to  whether  cfr  not  the  cake  could 
have  been  sent  earlier.  Two  witnesses  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
stated  that  Martin's  boat,  which  started  about  the  time  of  the  contract, 
and  which  went  direct  from  Hull  to  Oonbgsby,  was  full,  and  conse- 
*2271  Q^^^^^y  could  not  take  the  cake ;  *and  that  Dry's  boat,  which  also 
^  started  about  the  same  time,  was  likewise  full.  On  the  other 
hand,  Martin,  who  was  called  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  stated,  that 
his  boat  was  lying  at  Hull  from  the  21st  of  February  until  the  2d  of 
March,  when  she  sailed,  not  being  full ;  that  no  application  had  been 
made  to  him  to  carry  the  cake  in  question ;  and  that,  in  the  ordinary 
course,  goods  sent  by  him  would  have  reached  Goningsby  sooner  than 
goods  that  went  by  Ratcliffe's  boat  on  the  28th  of  February.  The  defend* 
ant  also  proved  that  he  had  actually  bought  other  linseed  cake  on  the  6th 
of  March,  for  which  he  paid  at  the  rate  of  lOZ.  15s.  per  ton. 

It  was  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  there  was  a  material 
variance  between  the  contract  alleged  in  the  first  count,  and  that  proved, 
— ^inasmuch  as  the  contract  declared  on,  was  a  contract  for  goods  to  be 
transmitted  within  a  reasonable  timej  whereas  the  evidence  showed  a 
contract  to  be  performed  dtreeUt/. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  declining  to  amend,  the  learned  judge  told  the 
jury,  that  the  meaning  of  the  contract  was,  that  the  goods  should  be 
sent  as  early  as  was  practicable,  and  that  if,  upon  the  evidence  on  both 
sides,  they  were  of  opinion  that  there  had  been  a  delivery  or  an  offer  to 
deliver  the  cake  within  a  reasonable  time,  their  verdict  must  be  for  the 
plaintiff.  And  he  further  told  them,  that,  if  the  plaintiff's  letter  of  the 
22d  of  February,  accepting  the  contract,  was  put  into  the  post-office  at 
Hull,  and  lost  by  the  negligence  of  the  post-office  authorities,  the  con* 
ttact  would  nevertheless  be  complete. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  527. 10«. 

Martin^  in  Michaelmas  term,  1848,  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight  of 
"^2281  ^^^^^^®*  ^^  submitted  that  *the  plaintiff  had  incorrectly 
declared  on,  and  the  learned  judge  had  incorrectly  interpreted, 
the  contract ;  for,  that  a  contract  to  send  goods  **  directltf''  did  not  mean 
that  they  should  be  sent  ^^mtkin  a  reasonable  time^*'  but  ^^immediately" 
or  *^  speedily."  [Maulb,  J.  By  the  earliest  opportunity.]  Provided 
it  be  immediately.    [Wildb,  G.  J.    As  soon  as  practicable,  mi^  be  in 
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a  month.]  Or  a  year.  The  learned  judge  was  also  miatakeny  in  telling 
the  jury  that  the  contract  was  complete  on  the  posting  of  the  plaintiff  ^s 
letter  on  the  22d  of  February,  notwithstanding  it  might  never  haye  come 
to  the  defendant's  hands.  There  is  no  authority  for  that  position. 
[Maulb,  J.  I  think  it  was  the  mode  of  proof  in  Hanrey  v.  Johnston, 
7  Man.  Qr.  ft;  S.  295,  6  D.  ft;  L.  120.  Wildb,  G.  J.  There  is  also  a 
case  of  Dunlop  v.  Higgins,  1  House  of  Lords  Cases,  881,  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  where  the  same  point  was  decided.(a)] 

The  court  took  time  to  consider,  and,  on  a  subsequent  day,  intimated 
that  the  rule  nught  go  on  the  ground  of  the  variance,  but  not  as  for  a 
verdict  against  evidence,  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause  expressing 
himself  not  dissatisfied  with  the  conclusion  the  jury  came  to. 

Knowles  and  Eugh  HUl  now  showed  cause.  The  contract  is  properly 
set  out  in  the  declaration.  It  is  true  the  defendant's  letter  of  the  19th 
of  February  annexes  as  a  condition  of  the  contract  that  the  cake  shall 
be  delivered  direetty.  But  the  term  is  ambiguous,  and  must  be  construed 
with  reference  to  the  surrounding  circumstances :  and,  where  there  are  no 
special  circumstances,  such  as  the  contract  having  reference  to  *a  r^iooo 
commodity  of  a  perishable  nature,  or  the  like,  it  must  be  under*  '' 
stood  to  mean  within  a  reasonable  time.  Thus,  in  Moor  v.  The  Mayor 
and  Jurats  of  Hastings,  2  Stra.  1070,  Gas.  temp.  Hardw.  858,  862,  it 
was  held  that  a  fine  certain  may  be  alleged  as  a  ;i'eaB(mahU  fine.  So,  in 
Bayley  tf.  Tucker,  2  N.  B.  458,  where  the  declaration  stated  that  the 
defendant  promised  the  plaintiff  (bail  of  A.),  in  consideration  of  certain 
reoianable  reward,  to  render  A.  within  due  time,  according  to  the  prac- 
tice of  the  court, — ^it  was  held,  per  Ghambbb,  J.,  that  evidence  that  a 
9peciie  sum  was  agreed  upon,  was  no  variance.  Again,  in  Laing  v.  Fid- 
geon,  6  Taunt.  108, 4  Gampb.  169,  a  contract  to  furnish  saddles  at  from 
24«.  to  26«.,  was  held  to  be  well  declared  upon  as  a  contract  to  .furnish 
them  at  a  re(M&nable  price.  And  in  Wickes  v.  Gordon,  2  B.  &  Aid.  885, 
the  contract  laid  in  the  declaration  being,  to  deliver  stock  on  the  27th- 
of  February,  the  contract  proved,  was,  to  deliver  stock  on  the  setding 
day,  which,  at  the  time,  was  fixed  for,  and  understood  by  the  parties  to 
mean,  the  27th  February:  and  it  was  held,— overruling  Payne  v.  Hayes, 
Bull.  N.  P.  145, — ^that  the  proof  supported  the  declaration.  [Maule, 
J.,  referred  to  Ellis  v.  Thompson,  8  M.  ft  W.  445.] 

Martin  and  TomUnmm^  in  support  of  the  rule.  This  is  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  goods  above  the  value  of  lOZ.,  and  therefore  within  the  17th 
section  of  the  29  Gar.  2,  c.  8.  The  delivery  on  board  the  boat  at  Hull, 
was  not  an  acceptance :  Hanson  v.  Armitage,  5  B.  ft  Aid.  557, 1  D.  ft; 
R.  128.  The  contract  is  contained  in  the  two  letters  of  the  19di  and 
22d  of  February.  The  defendant  offers  to  take  five  tons  of  cake,  pro- 
vided it  be  shipped  directly  ;  and  the  plaintiff  accepts  that  offer  by  say- 

(a)  On  the  aatliority  of  AdMU  v.  Linsell,  1  B.  A  Aid.  681,  ud  Stooken  v.  Collin,  7  M.  A 
W.  615. 
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J  J.    In  eilaotyUia  plaintiff  aayBy---*^  I  Moeptj<m0<iflb^ 


to  perform  the  contract  bj  shipping  ike  cake  khmarroir."  The  word 
^^  directly"  does  not  neceflsarilj  mean  ^^  immediately :"  it  neceasarily  com<» 
prehends  a  certain  space  of  time.]  The  contract,  which  waa  accepted 
on  the  22i^  was,  for  cake  to  be  deliyered  on  the  following  day :  and  that 
has  not  been  performed.  ^^  Direcdy"  means  ^  forthwith,"  or,  '^  aa  eoen 
as  poBsible,"(d)  which  is  yery  different  from  the  conatmetion  contended 
for  on  die  part  of  the  pbdntiC  The  plaintiff  has,  by  hia  letter  of  the 
22d,  put  the  tme  conatmction  upon  the  terms  of  the  defendant's  offer. 
At  all  erents,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  ship  the  cake  by  the  first  avail- 
able  opportonity :  and  there  was  an  opportonity  of  doing  so  on  the  23d 
of  Febraary ,  of  which  he  omitted  to  avail  himsell 

COLTMAK,  J.(i)  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  mnst  be  a  new  trial  in 
this  case*  It  appears  to  me  that  the  dedaration  does  not  einrrectly 
describe  the  contract.  The  order  given  by  the  defendant  was  a  con- 
ditional order,  to  send  him  five  tons  of  cake,  provided  it  coold  be  shipped 
direct^.  That  dearly  means  something  different  from  a  contract  to  be 
performed  trithtn  a  reasonaiU  time. 

MauIiB,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  this  is  a  variance, 
and  a  variance  which  might  and  onght  to  have  been  amended  at  the 
trial.  A  ^^  reasonable  .time"  certainly  means  some  more  protracted 
qpace  than  '^directly,."  which  is  the  term  used  in  the  defendant's 
proposal. 

^oqi  1  '^Gresswbll,  J.  I  agree  with  the'rest  of  the  conrt  in  thinking 
J  that  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute.  It  tqq^ears  to  me  that 
^treasonable  time"  is  a  much  more  comprehensive  expression  than«'^ di- 
rectly." It  is  true,  as  appears  from  Thompson  v*  Gibson,  8  M.  &  W. 
281,  9  DowL  P.  C.  717,  that  <'diiecdy"  does  not  mean  '' in$tanter :'' 
and  it  may  be  subject  to  a  similar  limitation  here.  But  the  expression 
<<  within  a  reasonable  time,"  in  this  declaration,  certainly  is  larger  than 
is  warranted  by  ihe  terms  of  the  contract. 

I  do  not  think  the  plaintiff  lost  anything  by  refusing  to  amend ;  for,  if 
he  had  amended,  the  verdict  would  have  been  against  him. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new 


(a)  Qme&f  m  to  the  Admiiiibillij  of  the  Utter  oontfanietf on  in  the  ptrtioalar  omo.  The  dillmd- 
«it  did  not  ooBtraaplale  tlw  poMUbililgr  of  tfao  oftko^f  boiag  ahlpped  alUr  llie  MMon  for  viiBg  it 
kadpMMd. 

ih)  WtLDM,  G.  J.,  WM  abtnit 
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JUDITH  OABBABD,  Widow,  Demaadaiity  TUCK,  Tenant.  June  26. 

In  a  writ  and  oomit  la  dtiww,  fhe  •xset  number  of  aores  of  land  in  respect  of  which  dower  ie 
dwaaded,  ia  not  aaiterial»  in-erdev,  therefore^  to  aiiatain  a  ple»  alleging  that  the  tenemente 
yientioned  in  the  eoont  were  anlideot  to  an  ontstandlng  term«  it  is  snffioient  for  the  tenant  to 
ihow  that  all  the  landa  held  b7  him  In  the  parishes  named  in  the  ooant  are  snliject  to  the  tern. 

mtoM  an  endoenre  net  proTides  that  OTeiy  preprietor  shall  stand  and  be  seised  of  the  lands  to 
he«]lotted  to  himy  to  soeh  and  the  same  vse^^  and  for  sooh  and  the  same  estates,  as  the  lands 
in  respect  of  which  such  allotments  shall  be  madci  would  have  been  snl(|eot  to  in  case  the  act 
had  not  been  made,— the  aUotments  made  wider  it  at«  held  salif  ect  to  an  outstanding  term  to 
iHiieh  tha  original  lands  were  anhject 

Feiftet  identic  of  description  and  ^luaatity  is  mi%  imder  snoh  eiroimstances,  neeessaiy. 

The  sorrender  of  a  term  assigned  to  attend  the  inheritanoe,  is  not  to  be  presumed  unless  there 
has  been  a  dealing  with  the  estate  in  a  way  hi  which  reasonable  men  would  not  hare  dealt 
udth  it  nnless  the  tann  had  be«n  put  «n  end  to. 

The  ol))ect  of  the  statute  3  A  4  W.  4»  e.  ^7,  was,  to  settle  the  ri^ts  of  persons  adTcrsely  litigat- 
ing with  each  other;  not  to  deal  with  cases  of  trustee  and  eukn  pte  trutt,  where  there  is  but 
one  sini^  intersst,  tIi.  thai  of  the  person  beneflciany  entiiled. 

A.  emim  fw  inttt  who  enten  into  possesion  of  land,  becomes,  at  law,  tenant  at  will  to  tho 
trustee :  where,  therefore^  the  equitable  owner  of  an  estate,  a  term  in  which  has  been  assigned 
to  attend  fhe  inheritance,  is  in  possession,  the  right  of  entij  under  the  2d  section  of  the  3  A 
4  W.  4^  e.  JT,  aMraai  ooi^  ofon  the  detmiaatton  of  the  tana&egr  at  will  resulting  from  such 


The  3d  section  of  the  3  ft  4  W.  4,  c.  27,  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  ossfttt  jms  fmse  holding 
pOflseesien'of  land  under  the  trustee. 

The  oeuii  below  reftsed  to  seiuslde  a  writ  of  enor  issuing  out  of  the  petty-bag  oAee  porsuaat 
to  the  13  A  18  Viet  o.  109,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  issued  against  good  Ibith,  and  la 
oontraTention  of  an  agreement  entered  into  between  the  parties,— thinking  that  the  court  in 
which  the  writ  was  retamabio  alone  had  pow«r  to  deal  with  it 

Tha  Oauft  of  Sxche^uer  XOiaaMMr  deeUned  to  set  aside  a  writ  of  error  issolng  out  of  the  petty- 
bag  oilice  pursuant  to  the  12  A  18  Vict.  &  109,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  issued  against 
good  fidtfa,  and  in  contraTcntion  of  an  agreement  entered  into  between  the  parties,— holding 
that  the  powur  so  todealistdi  ^  writwas  in  the  eoutt  below,  or  In  a  judge  at  ohambecs  uador 
&  87 ;  the  court  of  error  not  being  a  ^superior  court  of  oommon  laiw,'^  within  that  statute. 

The  Bxchequer  Chamber,  irrespectiTcly  of  the  statute  12  A  18  Vict  c.  109,  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  f|uash  a  writ  of  error,— fxcept  for  a^  defect  apparent  on  the  Ihee  of  It,  or  on  the  ground  that 
4ha  moord  is  Inoonsisteat  with  it 

This  was  an  action  by  writ  of  dower  unde  nihil  hahet.  The  count 
stated  tliat  Judith  Gkrrard,  who  was  the  wife  of  James  Roberts  Churard, 
deceased,  bj  A.  8.9  her  attomej,  demanded  against  Charles  Edward 
Tack  the  third  part  of  one'  messoage,  one  bam,  one  stable,  one  garden, 
one  orchard,  rizty  acres  of  land,  sixty  acres  *of  meadow,  sixty  acres  r^ooo 
of  pasture,  sixty  acres  of  arable  land,  sixty  acres  of  woodland,  ■- 
and  sixty  acres  of  land  coyered  with  water,  with  the  appurtenances,  ki 
the  parish  of  Snrl&^gham,  in  the  comity  of  Norfolk,  and  the  third  part 
of  two  acres  of  land,  two  acres  of  meadow,  two  acres  of  pastnre,  two  s^xttt 
of  arable  land,  and  two  acres  of  woodland,  with  the  appiirtenances,  in  the 
parish  of  Rockland,  in  the  connty  aforesaid,  and  the  third  part  of  two 
acres  of  land,  two  acres  of  meadow,  two  acres  of  pasture,  two  acres  of 
arable  land,  and  two  acres  of  woodland,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the 
parish  of  Bramerton,  in  the  connty  aforesaid,  as  the.  dower  of  the  said 
Judith  Garrard,  of  tiie  endowment  of  the  said  James  Roberts  Garrard, 
deceased,  theretofore  her  husband,  whereof  she.had  nothing,  &c. 

The  tenant  pleaded,-^firft,  di>Um  nat^  because  bis  said  that  tha  s^ 
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James  Roberts  G«rrard,  on  the  18th  of  March,  1889, — ^being  the  time  of 
suing  forth  the  original  writ  of  the  said  Judith  Garrard  in  this  action  in 
this  behalf,  was  not  dead ;  concluding  to  the  countr7.(a) 
^aoQ-i  Secondly,  that  the  said  Judith  Garrard  ought  not  to  '^have  her 
•^  dower  of  the  tenements  aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances,  of  the 
endowment  of  the  said  James  Roberts  Garrard,  theretofore  her  husband^ 
otherwise  than  of  the  reversion  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  of  the  rent 
incident  thereto  thereafter  mentioned,  because  he  said  that  the  said  tene- 
ments, with  the  appurtenances,  were  and  are  subject  to  a  term  of  one 
thousand  years,  and  that  the  said  Judith  Garrard  was  only  entitled  to  be 
endowed  of  the  reversion  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said 
term,  and  of  a  peppercorn  rent  incident  to  the  said  reversion ;  and  that 
this  the  tenant  was  ready  to  verify,  wherefore  he  prayed  judgment  if  the 
demandant  ought  to  be  endowed  of  the  said  tenements,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, as  of  the  endowment  of  the  said  James  Roberts  Garrard,  other- 
wise than  of  the  said  reversion  and  of  the  said  rent  incident  thereto,  ftc. 

The  demandant  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea,  and  replied  to  the  second, 
that  she,  by  reason  of  anything  by  the  tenant  in  that  plea  alleged,  ought 
not  to  be  barred  from  having  her  dower  in  the  said  tenements,  with  the 
appurtenances,  of  the  endowment  of  the  said  James  Roberts  Garrard, 
formerly  her  husband,  because  she  said  that  the  said  tenements,  with  the 
appurtenances,  were  not,  either  before  or  at  the  time  of  pleading  the 
said  last  plea,  subject  to  the  said  term  of  one  thousand  years ;  without 
this  that  the  said  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  were  and  are  sub- 
ject to  the  said  term  of  one  thousand  years,  and  that  she  the  said  Judith 
Garrard  is  only  entitled  to  be  endowed  to  the  reversion  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  the  said  term  and  of  the  said  peppercorn  rent  incident 
to  the  said  reversion,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  that  plea  alleged, — con- 
cluding to  the  country. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  the  spring  assizes  at 
Norwich,  in  1847.  The  facts  are  so  fully  stated  in  the  judgment,  that 
♦9^1  ^*  ^  unnecessary  to  *repcat  them  here;  At  the  close  of  the  ten- 
-l  ant's  case,  it  was  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  demandant, — ^first, 
that  the  term  of  one  thousand  years  mentioned  in  the  second  plea,  must 
be  presumed  to  have  been  surrendered,  on  the  authority  of  Doe  d.  Put- 
land  r.  Hilder,  2  B.  &  Aid.  782, — secondly,  that  the  plea  should  have 
stated  that  the  tenements  were  subject  to  the  residtte  of  a  term  of  one 
thousand  years, — thirdly,  that  the  rights  of  entry  and  of  action,  in 
respect  of  that  term,  were  taken  away  by  the  statute  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  27, 
ss.  2,  7,-r-fourthly,  that  by  the  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  112,  s.  1,  the  assignment 
of  satisfied  terms  was  unnecessary, — fifthly,  that  the  term  which  the 
tenant  had  proved,  was  not  a  term  in  the  land  described  in  the  count, — 

(a)  This  Mnolusioo  appears  to  be  bad  in  sobstaaoo,  as  referring  to  trial  by  jury,  a  U^at  wbicb 
ought  to  be  tried  by  the  eonrt  per  letfet.  Com.  Dig.  PUader  (2  Y.  9).  If  the  plea  had  been 
properly  eondnded,  it  conld  not  well  hare  been  joined  with  the  seeoad  plea,~4n  bar  of  exeeii- 
tloDi— «ay  issiM  ariflisg  out  of  whioh  must  haro  been  tried  by  the  oooatiy. 
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ffizthlj,  that,  assaming  that  the  lands  allotted  under  two  acts  for  the 
enclosure  of  lands  in  the  parishes  of  Sarlingham  and  Rockland,  respect- 
iyelj,  48  Q.  8,  and  49  G.  8  (which,  with  the  awards  made  under  them, 
had  been  pat  in  by  the  tenant),  had  belonged  to  James  Roberts  (rarrard, 
it  was  not  shown  that  the  lands  in  respect  of  which  the  allotments  were 
made,  were  the  lands  now  in  question,  and  therefore  it  did  not  follow 
that  the  term  would  subsist  in  the  new  allotments. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  demandant,  with  leave  reserved  to  the 
tenant  to  move  that  the  verdict  might  be  entered  for  him  on  the  second 
issue,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  second  plea  was  made 
out, — and  leave  to  the  demandant  to  move  to  enter  up  judgment  nan 
obstante  veredicto^  if  the  tenant's  motion  to  enter  the  verdict  on  the 
second  issue  should  be  successful. 

Byle$y  Seijt.,  accordingly,  in  Easter  term,  1847,  on  the  part  of  the 
tenant,  obtained  a  rule  to  show  cause  '^'why  the  verdict  found  for  p^oo/t 
the  defendant  on  the  second  issue  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  ■- 
instead  thereof  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the  defendant ;  or  for  a  new  trial, 
upon  affidavits.  As  to  the  presumption  of  a  surrender  of  the  term,  he 
referred  to  the  cases  collected  in  Sugden's  Vendors  and  Purchasers,(a) 
and  to  Doe  d.  Blacknell  v.  Plowman,  2  B.  &  Ad.  678,  as  virtually  over- 
ruling Doe  d.  Putland  v.  Hilder.  As  to  the  objection  that  the  term 
proved  was  not  a  term  in  the  lands  in  the  count,  he  submitted  that  the 
defect,  if  any,  arose  from  the  defective  way  in  which  the  demandant  had 
herself  described  the  lands ;  and  that  if  the  description  was  too  general, 
the  judgment  ought  to  be  arrested,-— citing  Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (2  Y.  2). 
And,  as  to  the  last  objection  urged  at  the  trial,  he  referred  to  the  various 
provisions  of  the  lo€«d  enclosure  acts,  and  to  the  14th  section  of  the 
general  enclosure  act,  41  Q.  8,  c.  109,  as  showing  that  the  new  allotments 
followed  the  title  of  the  lands  in  respect  of  which  they  were  made. 

O'MaUetf  and  WOleSj  in  Trinity  term,  1848,  showed  cause.  To  entitle 
him  to  a  verdict  on  the  second  issue,  the  tenant  was  bound  to  show,  in 
the  terms  of  that  issi^e,  a  term  of  years  covering  all  the  lands  of  which 
James  Roberts  Garrard  was  seised,  out  of  which  the  demandant  claimed 
to  be  endowed :  RobinsonV  Entries,  287,  254,  257,  277,  279 ;  Lilly's 
Entries,  187  ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (2  Y,  7) ;  Roscoe  on  Real  Actions, 
179,  219,  829,  882 ;  Rogers  v.  Custance,  1  Q.  B.  77,  4  P.  &;  D.  674 ; 
Cousins  tr.  Paddon,  2  G.  M.  ft;  R.  547,  5  Tyrwh.  586 ;  Tuck  v.  Tuck,  6 
M.  &  W.  109,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  878 ;  Moore  v.  Butlin,  7  Ad.  ft  E.  696,  2 
N.  &  P.  486.  *This  difficulty,  it  will  be  urged,  the  tenant  would  -^  gg 
have  avoided,  if  he  had  been  permitted  to  plead,  as  he  had  pro-  l- 
posed, — ^first,  ne  ungues  seme  qus  dowety — secondly,  that  the  husband 
was  alive  at  the  time  of  suing  forth  the  original  writ, — thirdly,  the  term 
of  one  thousand  years.    It  is  obvious,  however,  that  these  pleas  could 

(a)  10th  edit,  Vol  III.  pp.  24>-69.    And  sec  Dart's  Compendiam  of  Law  and  Practice  of 
Vendors  and  Purchasers,  160  (e). 

VOL.  vin. — ^20 
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not  have  been  pleaded  together,  inasmuch  as  they  would  have  required 
different  modes  of  trial, — the  second,  per  tetteSj  and  the  others  by  a 
jury  :{a)  Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (2  T,  9) ;  2  Wms.  Saund.  44  c. ;  Booth  on 
Beal  Actions,  168 ;  Rosooe  on  Real  Actions,  219,  220 ;  Abbot  of  Strata 
Marcella's  case,  9  Co.  Bep.  80  b. ;  Lindsey  v.  Lindsey,  1  Salk.  291,  per 
nom.  Booth  v.  The  Marquess  of  Lindsey,  2  Ld.  Baym.  1298 ;  Davies, 
dem.,  Lowndes,  ten.,  7  M.  &  G.  762,  8  Scott,  N.  B.  589.     . 

The  elFect  of  the  general  enclosure  act  of  41  6.  3,  c.  109,  is,  to 
exclude  all  persons  who  omit  duly  to  prefer  their  claims :  Doe  d.  Watson 
t;.  Jefferson,  2  Bingh.  118,  9  J.  B.  Moore,  260 ;  and  here,  no  claim  was 
made  in  respect  of  the  term  of  one  thousand  years  created  by  the  deed 
of  1789 :  and,  although  there  are  provisions  in  the  local  acts  produced 
at  the  trial,  that  every  proprietor  shall  stand  and  be  seised  of  the  lands 
to  be  allotted  to  him,  to  such  and  the  same  uses,  and  for  such  and  the 
same  estates,  as  the  lands  in  respect  whereof  such  aUotments  shall  be 
made,  would  have  been  subject  to  in  case  the  acts  had  not  been  passed ; 
yet  these  provisions  do  not  embrace  an  attendant  term.  [Maitlk,  J. 
The  policy  of  all  enclosure  acts,  as  well  public  as  private,  is,  that  the 
land  acquired  under  the  award  of  the  commissioners^  shall  differ  from 
that  in  respect  of  which  the  allotment  is  made,  in  its  physical  qualities 
only.  WHiBS,  C.  J.  Is  it  not  a  faUacy  to  say  that  the  trustees  of  the 
term  did  not  daim  ?  A  claim  by  the  eestui  que  trust  is  a  daim  by  the 
trusteesv] 

3,^07-1  '^The  jury  were  warranted  in  presuming  a  surrender  of  the 
-'  term,  from  the  lapse  of  time,  and  from  the  fact  of  two  deeds  hav- 
ing since  been  executed  by  the  parties,  in  which  the  term  is  not  alluded 
to^  viz.  the  mortgage  of  1812,  and  the  conveyance  by  James  Boberts 
Garrard  to  the  trustees  for  sale,  in  the  same  year :  Doe  d.  Putland  v. 
Hilder,  2  B.  &  Aid.  782,  Doe  d.  Bnrdett  v.  Wrighte,  2  B.  &  Aid.  710, 
Bardett  v,  Downes,  6  B.  ft  0.  616,  5  D.  &  B.  526,  Townsend  v.  Cham- 
petnown,  1  Y.  &  J.  588,  Doe  d.  Hammond  t^.  Cooke,  6  Bingh.  174,  8  M. 
&  P«  411.  Doe  d«  Putland  v*  Hilder  has  repeatedly  been  cited  without 
disapprobation* 

Twenty  years  having  elapsed  since  the  right  of  entry  first  accrued  to 
the  trustee  of  the  term,  the  term  is  gone,  by  the  operation  of  the  statute 
of  limitations  of  8  &  4  W.  4,  c«  27,  ss.  2,  8,  7.  In  Doe  d.  Jacobs  v. 
Phillips,  10  Q.  B.  180, 16  Law  Joum.  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  268, 11  Jurist,  692, 
the  facts  were  these : — ^In  1767,  the  residue  of  a  satisfied  term  of  500 
years  (created  in  1766)  was  assigned  to  a  trustee  for  H.,  to  attend  the 
inheritance :  in  1844,  the  administrator  of  the  trustee  brought  ejectment 
on  behalf  of  persons  who  claimed  the  beneficial  interest  through  H.,  the 
defendants  also  claiming  it  under  titie  derived  through  H. :  the  owner 
of  the  legal  interest  in  the  term  had  never  been  in  possession  :  no  demand 
of  possession  had  be  Jn  made  before  action  brought : — and  it  was  held  that 

(a)  Vide  rapriL,  232  (a). 
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the  aetion  was  not  maintainable ;  for,  if  a  t^mncy  at  will  existed,  as 
between  the  trustee  and  eetteux  que  tru9t,  it  had  not  been  determined  by 
demand  of  possession,  and  if  no  tenancy  existed  so  as  to  render  a  demand 
of  possession  necessary,  then  the  action  might  have  been  brought  twenty 
years  before,  and  was,  consequently,  barred  by  the  2d  and  8d  sections 
of  the  statute. 

'''Further,  the  term  is  extinguished  and  gone,  by  virtue  of  the  8  rmq^Q 
&  9  Vict.  c.  112,  s.  1,  by  reason  of  its  being  no  longer  necessary.  *- 
[This  point  was  abandoned.] 

Byle%^  Serjt.,  and  Unihanhj  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  is  at  the  least 
extremely  doubtful  whether  the  statute  8  ft  4  W.  4,  c.  27,  applies  at  all 
as  between  trustee  and  ee%tui  que  tru9t  :{a)  and,  if  it  does,  the  question 
cannot  be  raised  by  a  stranger.  It  has  long  been  settled,  that  the  pos- 
session of  the  cestui  que  trust  is  the  possession  of  the  trustee.  If  any 
legal  relation  is  supposed  to  exist  between  them,  it  is  that  of  tenant  at 
will :  Littleton,  §§  462, 463 ;  Oom.  Dig.  Estate  (H.  1) ;  Sugden's  Vendors 
and  Purchasers,  11th  edit.  p.  610 ;  Yallance  v.  Savage,  7  Bingh.  595,  5 
M.  &  P.  576.  In  the  last-mentioned  case,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  says :  ^^  The 
evidence  was,  that  John  Yallance,  the  plaintiff,  was  a  trustee,  and  that 
James  Yallance  was  his  cestui  que  trusty  and  had  let  the  premises  in 
question  to  Sarah  Pell,  from  whom  he  received  the  rent.  It  was  there- 
fore the  simple  case  of  trustee  and  eestui  que  trust.  The  legal  interest 
is  in  the  trustee ;  actions  must  be  brought  by  him ;  the  cestui  que  trust 
has  no  interest  in  law :  if  he  enters,  his  possession  is  considered  the  pos- 
session of  the  trustee ;  and  any  disposition  made  by  him,  and  adopted 
by  the  trustee,  is  considered  as  the  disposition  of  the  trustee,  the  cestui 
que  trust  only  possessing  the  property  in  the  right  of  the  trustee."  The 
statute  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  27,  was  passed  to  regulate  all  estates,  in  law  as 
well  as  in  equity.  The  second  section  enacts,  that,  after  the  day  therein 
mentioned,  *^no  person  shall  make  an  entry  or  distress,  or  bring  an 
action,  to  recover  any  land  or  rent,  but  within  twenty  years  next  after 
the  time  at  which  the  right  to  make  such  entry  or  distress,  or  to 
'*'bring  such  action,  shall  have  first  accrued  to  some  person  through  p^ooq 
whom  he  claims ;  or,  if  such  right  shall  not  have  accrued  to  any  ^ 
person  through  whom  he  claims,  then  within  twenty  years  next  after  the 
time  at  which  the  right  to  make  such  entry  or  distress,  or  to  bring  such 
action,  shall  have  first  accrued  to  the  person  making  or  bringing  the 
same."  Under  the  old  statute  of  limitations,  21  Jac.  1,  o.  16,  ^  ques- 
tion of  adverse  possession  was  a  most  material  one :  and  there  is  no 
appreciable  distinction  between  the  words  of  the  first  section  of  that  sta- 
tute, and  those  of  the  second  section  of  the  8  ft  4  W.  4,  o.  27.  The 
seventh  section  enacts,  ^'that,  when  any  person  shall  be  in  possession,  or 
in  reoeipt  of  the  profits,  of  any  land,  or  in  recapt  of  any  rent,  as  tenant 
at  will,  the  right  of  the  person  entitled  subject  thereto,  or  of  the  person 

(a)  Sm  DirtTf  Ccnpendiiim  of  Law  and  Pnettoe  of  Yendon  and  Pnroliaferfy  191. 
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throHgh  whom  he  daims,  to  make  an  entry  or  distress,  or  bring  an  action 
to  recover  such  land  or  rent,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued,  either 
at  the  determination  of  such  tenancy,  or  at  the  expiration  of  one  year 
next  after  the  commencement  of  such  tenancy,  at  which  time  such 
tenancy  shall  be  deemed  to  have  determined/'  But,  at  tbo  cud  of  the 
clause,  there  is  this  express  proviso,  ^^  that  no  mortgagor  or  cestui  que 
trust  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  tenant  at  will,  witbin  the  meaning  of  this 
elause,  to  his  mortgagee  or  trustee."  In  Nepean  v.  Doe  d.  Knight,  2 
M.  &  W.  894, — where  it  was  held  that  the  doctrine  of  non-adverse  pos- 
session is  done  away  with  by  the  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  27,  ss.  2,  8,  except  in 
the  cases  provided  for  by  s.  15, — it  was  admitted  that  the  possession  was 
adverse,  and  the  case  exactly  within  the  8d  section.  In  Doe  d.  Corbyn 
V.  Bramston,  8  Ad.  &  K  63,  S.  C.  per  nam.  Doe  d.  Oorby  v.  Bransom, 
4  N.  &  M*  664,  a  feme  sole,  seised  in  fee,  married,  and  she  and  her  hua- 
*9A(\i  ^^^^  ceased  to  be  in  possession  "^or  enjoyment  of  the  land,  and 

^  went  to  reside  at  a  distance  from  it:  they  both  died  at  times 
which  were  not  shown  to  be  within  forty  years  from  their  ceasing  to 
occupy :  the  wife's  heir-at-law  brought  ejectment  against  tbe  party  in 
possession,  within  twenty  years  of  tbo  husband's  dcatb,  and  within  five 
years  of  the  passing  of  the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  27,  but  more  than 
forty  years  after  the  husband  and  wife  ceased  to  occupy :  and  it  was 
held,  that    the  heir-at-law  was  barred  by  the  17th  section  of  the 
statute,  though  it  did  not  appear  when  or  bow  the  defendant  came  into 
possession,  and  though  proof  was  oflfercd  that  the  wife  had  levied  no 
fine.    Lord  Dbnman,  in  delivering  tbe  judgment  of  tbe  coui*t,  there 
Bays :  *^  The  fact  being  clear,  tliat,  within  tbe  terms  of  8  &  4  W.  4, 
c.  27,  8.  8,  the  plaintifi^'s  mother  was  dispossessed,  or  discon'iinued  tbe 
possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents,  above  foity  years  before  tbe  action 
brought,  the  action  is  clearly  barred  by  s.  17  of  the  same  statute. 
Some  argument  was  raised  on  the  question  whether  the  possession  was 
adverse  or  not;   but  the  terms  of  that  clause  are  unequivocal,  and 
one  of  its  objects  was,  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  inquiring  into  facts 
of  so  ancient  a  date."     Patteson,  J.,  observing  upon  this  statute,  in 
Doe  d..  Jones  v.  Williams,  5  Ad.  &  £.  291,  6  N.  &  M.  816,  says: 
<<  Froifk  the  language  of  the  15th  section,  it  plainly  appears  that  some^ 
thing  or  other  was,  after  the  act  passed,  to  be  considered  as  adverse 
possession,  which  was  not  so  before  the  act  passed;    for,  in  that 
section,  it  seems  to  be  considered  that  the  possession,  which,  up  to  the 
passing  of  the  act,  was  not  adverse  as  the  law  then  stood,  would,  by 
the  operation  of  the  act,  become  so  on  the  very  day  after  the  act  passed ; 
and  that  by  relation;   otherwise  the  provision  as  to  the  five  years, 
was  not  needed  to  protect  the  right  of  the  party  against  whom  such 
^2411  '''^^®^®  possession  might  be  set  up.    What  is  'adverse  possession 

•^  at  the  time  of  the  act  passing,'  in  the  sense  of  that  section,  de- 
pends therefore  upon  the  law  as  it  stood  up  to  that  time.    One  is  much 
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at  a  loss  as  to  the  proper  terms  in  which  to  describe  the  relation  of 
mortgagor  in  possession  and  mortgagee.  In  Partridge  v,  Bere,  6  B.  & 
Aid.  604,  such  mortgagor  is  held  to  be  tenant  to  the  mortgagee ;  some- 
times he  is  said  to  be  the  bailiff  of  the  mortgagee;  and,  in  a  late  case,(a) 
Lord  TfimrKRDBN  said  that  his  situation  was  of  a  peculiar  character.  But 
it  is  clear  that  his  possession  is,  at  all  events,  not  adverse  to  the  title  of 
the  mortgagee ;  and  therefore  I  think  that  the  15th  section  applies  to 
the  present  case.  How  far,  under  the  8d  section,  it  is  necessary  for  the 
mortgagee  to  bring  his  action  within  twenty  years  from  the  day  of  de- 
fault, I  cannot  say :  I  do  not  see  my  way  at  al1.(&)  If  the  8d  section 
was  intended  to  comprehend  the  case  of  a  mortgagee,  it  is  very  ill 
penned ;  and  the  40th  section,  if  meant  to  apply  to  actions  of  ejectment, 
is  still  worse  penned.'*  Lord  Dbnman,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  court  in  Gulley  t;.  Doe  d.  Taylerson,  11  Ad.  ft;  E.  1008,  8  P.  ft  D. 
589,  says :  <'  The  effect  of  this  (the  2d)  section  (of  the  8  ft  4  W.  4,  c.  27) 
18,  to  put  an  end  to  all  questions  and  discussions  whether  the  possession 
of  land,  ftc,  be  adverse  or  not ;  and,  if  one  party  has  been  in  the  actual 
possession  for  twenty  years,  whether  adversely  or  not,  the  claimant, 
whose  original  right  of  entry  accrued  above  twenty  years  before  bringing 
the  *cjectment,  is  barred  by  this  section."  [Maule,  J.  In  all  r«Q42 
these  cases,  the  party  came  within  the  description  of  a  person  ^ 
dispossessed.]  In  Doe  d.  Jacobs  v.  Phillips,  the  plaintiffs  were  trustees 
for  two  inbnts :  the  estate  was  gavelkind :  both  trustees  and  eetteiLx  que 
trust  had  been  kept  out  of  possession  more  than  twenty  years,  by  the 
uncles  and  aunts  of  the  latter.((r)  [Maulb,  J.  If  not  barred  in  twenty 
years,  they  never  would  be.  Ooltman,  J.  The  uncles  and  aunts  were 
co-parceners :  the  case,  therefore,  came  within  the  12th  section.((i)]  No 
doubt.  The  remarks  upon  this  statute  by  Tikdal,  0.  J.,  in  James  v, 
Salter,  8  N.  C.  544,  4  Scott,  168,  and  those  contained  in  the  notes  to 
Nepean  v.  Doe  d.  Knight,  in  Smith's  Leading  Gases,  8d  edit.  vol.  II.  p. 
896,  et  seq.,  are  much  to  the  purpose. 

Whether  or  not  a  surrender  of  a  term  ought  to  be  presumed,  is  ordi- 
narily a  question  for  the  jury :  Doe  v.  Scott,  11  East,  478 ;  Jenkins  v. 
Harvey,  1  C.  M.  &  B.  877 ;  Best  on  Presumptions,  pp.  166, 166.  The 
drcumstance  of  the  existence  of  the  term  not  being  noticed  in  the  will 

(a)  Perii»i».D<M  d.  Robj  «.  MaiMj,  8  B.  A  a  767,  S  H.  A  B.  107. 

(5)  The  7  W.  4  A  1  Viet  a  S8>  regnlates  the  time  at  whieh  entry  may  be  made,  or  action 
broogbt,  by  a  mortgagee  of  land  within  the  definition  of  the  S  ft  4  W.  4,  e.  27,  •.  1,  giring  twenty 
yean  from  the  last  payment  of  any  part  of  the  prlneipal  or  intoresty  althoogh  the  right  of  entry 
may  have  first  aoorued  more  than  twenty  years  before. 

(e)  Se«  8  Q.  B.  168,  and  11  Jurist,  692. 

(d)  Which  enacts,  "that,  when  any  one  or  more  o^8eTeral  persons  entitled  to  any  land  or 
rent,  as  co-pareeners,  joint^tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  shall  hare  been  in  possession  or  receipt 
of  the  entirety,  or  more  thui  his  or  their  nndirided  share  or  sliares  of  such  land,  or  of  the  pro- 
fits thereof,  or  of  snob  rent,  for  his  or  their  own  benefit,  or  for  the  benefit  of  any  person  or  per- 
sons other  than  the  person  or  persons  entitled  to  the  odier  share  or  shares  of  the  same  land  or 
rent,  snob  possession  or  receipt  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  been  the  possession  or  receipt  of  or 
l^  snch  last-mentioned  person  or  persons,  or  any  of  them." 
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of  Thomas  Bowles  in  1762,  and  of  James  Boberta  in  1798,  or  in  the 
mortgage  to  Thomas  Bignold,  in  1812,  or  the  conyeyance  to  trustees  for 
sale,  in  the  same  year,  affords  no  yalid  ground  for  presnming  that  the 
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term  created  bj  Sarah  "^Thurston,  in  1789,  had  ceased  to  eziat 


It  could  not  be  expected  that  the  term  would  be  mentioned  in  the 
wills :  and,  in  practice,  it  is  not  usual,  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage,  to  get 
in  an  outstanding  term,  especially  if  it  be  an  old  one :  Sugden's  Vendors 
and  Purchasers,  11th  edit  p.  1134.  Of  the  seven  cases  upon  the  sub- 
ject, to  which  Sir  E.  Sugden  refer8,(a)  in  three  of  them  there  were  out- 
standing terms,  of  which  no  notice  was  taken.  No  doubt,  it  is  more 
prudent  in  aU  cases  to  get  in  the  term ;  but  it  is  not  so  universally  the 
practice  to  do  so,  as  to  warrant  an  inference  being  drawn  from  the  non- 
observance  of  that  precaution.  It  was  not  until  the  decision  in  Mole  v. 
Smith,  1  Jac.  490,(5)  that  it  was  considered  that  a  purchaser  was  obliged 
to  take  an  estate  protected  from  dower  by  a  term. 

As  to  the  identity  of  the  lands, — the  quantities  and  descriptions  are 
as  nearly  identical  as  could,  under  the  circumstances,  be  reasonably 
looked  for,  regard  being  had  to  the  fact,  that,  under  the  two  enclosure 
acts,  sixteen  new  public,  and  thirty-two  private  roads  have  been  set  out ; 
and  that,  under  those  acts,  lands  were  exchanged  as  well  as  newly  allot- 
ted, and  no  distinction  between  allotments  and  exchanges  was  made  in 
the  awards  of  the  commissioners. 

It  was  not  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  show  a  term  covering  a 
quantity  of  land  equal  to  that  mentioned  in  the  count.  The  writ  and 
count  in  dower  resemble  the  writ  and  declaration  in  assumpsit,  rather 
«9ddi  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^'  where  the  writ  used  to  be  for  a  particular  *sum.  In 
^  a  writ  of  right,  the  demandant  claims  specific  land :  in  dower, 
the  writ  merely  claims  a  reasonable  endowment  out  of  the  lands  which 
belonged  to  the  husband ;  and,  when  she  comes  to  count,  the  demandant 
may  abridge  her  claim ;  or  she  may  recover  on  the  trial,  although  she 
may  fail  in  proof  as  to  part :  WilUams  t^.  Gwyn,  2  Wms.  Saund.  44  a, 
and  the  notes ;  Littleton,  §  89 ;  Co.  Lit.  84  b,  281.  [Maulb,  J.  The 
question  is,  whether  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  tenant  to  plead  the 
term  as  to  so  much,  and  ne  ungues  ieisie  que  dower  as  to  the  residue. 
Dower  does  not  very  much  resemble  either  debt  or  assumpsit ;  in  debt, 
the  plaintiff  claims  a  certain  sum  of  money ;  in  assumpsit,  he  claims 
compensation  for  the  non-performance  of  a  contract  or  proyiise.  But, 
where  land,  or  dower  out  of  land,  is  claimed,  it  has  reference  to  son^e 
particular  and  specific  land.]  There  are  three  cases  in  Style  to  that 
effect,— Thynn  v.  Thynn,  Style's  Rep.  99 ;  Fairfax  v.  Fairfax,  lb.  288 ; 
and  Booth  v.  Lambert,  lb.  276b  The  tenant  clearly  proved  the  sub- 
stance of  the  issue. 

(a)  Goodtide  V.  Morgan,  1  T.  B.  755,  Doe  d.  Patland  v.  midor,  S  B.  A  Aid.  782,  WQtoiii^bj 
V.  Wfllonghby,  1  T.  R.  768,  Koeno  «.  Deardon,  8  BMt,  248,  ManndroU  v.  Ifaondrol)^  10  Vm.  246, 
The  MarqiieM  of  Townshend  «.  The  Biihop  of  Norwich,  Bf&y  27th  Jan.  1820,  Cholmoiideley  v. 
Clintoa,  2  Jae.  k  W.  158. 

(6)  And  fee  Darf f  Oompend.  YoDd.  A  P.  25L 
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If  neeeBBary,  the  verdict  on  the  aecond  issae  may  be  entered  distribntiyely, 
for  the  tenant  as  to  part,  and,  as  to  other  part,  for  the  demandant.  For 
this  the  authorities  are  numerous :  Co.  Litt.  227  a ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader 
(S.  19) ;  Bac.  Abr.  Verdict  (M.),  (Q.) ;  Bates  v.  Bates,  1  Lutw.  719 ; 
Wheadey  v.  Beet,  Cro.  Eliz.  664,  Noy,  65 ;  Pheasant  v.  Pheasant,  1 
Oh.  G.  181 ;  Tiffin  t^.  Tiffin,  2  Freeman,  66 ;  Hooper  v.  Shepherd,  2 
Stra.  1089 ;  Benington  v.  Benington,  Cro.  Elis.  157 ;  Spilsbury  v.  Miekle- 
thwaite,  1  Taunt.  146 ;  Timothy  v.  Simpson,  1  C.  M.  &;  B.  757 ;  Rodgers 
V.  Maw,  15  M.  k  W.  444.  Our.  adv.  vuft. 

*WiLi>B,  C.  J.,  now  deCyered  the  judgment  of  the  court,  after  r^^o^e 
stating  the  pleadings.  ^ 

On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  a  rerdict  was  found  for  the  demandant,  with 
leave  to  the  tenant  to  have  the  verdict  entered  for  him  on  the  second 
issue,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  had  made  out  his  plea. 
A  rule  nisi  was  accordingly  granted,  for  entering  the  verdict  for  the  ten- 
ant on  the  second  issue. 

It  was  insisted,  on  the  argument,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  number  of 
acres  specified  in  the  count  amounted  to  500,  the  tenant  was  bound  to 
show  a  term  of  years  covering  500  acres  of  land,  in  order  to  make  out 
his  plea.  But  we  do  not  assent  to  this  position.  The  writ  of  dower  is 
brought  for  the  third  part  of  specific  lands  in  the  tenure  of  the  tenant ; 
and,  though  the  writ,  in  conformity  with  the  established  forms  of  writs, 
demands  a  certain  number  of  acres,  yet  we  do  not  consider  the  exact 
number  of  acres  to  be  material. 

The  effect  of  the  pleadings  in  the  case,  we  conceive  to  be  this : — The 
tenant  not  having  pleaded  nt  unquee  eeieie  qtie  dower,  has  thereby 
admitted  that  the  demandant's  husband  was  seised  of  all  the  lands  in 
respect  of  which  dower  is  demanded ;  and  the  demandant  has  the  right 
to  apply  her  demand  to  any  lands  in  the  tenure  of  the  tenant,  which  the 
demand,  as  framed,  is  capable  of  covering, — that  is,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  to  all  the  lands  of  the  tenant  in  the  parishes  of  Sur- 
lingham,  Rockland,  and  Bramerton :  consequently  the  tenant,  who  by  his 
plea  has  undertaken  to  show  that  the  lands  demanded  are  covered  by 
the  term  of  one  thousand  years,  has,  in  eflfect,  bound  himself  to  show  that 
all  his  lands  in  those  parishes  are  covered  by  the  term. 

The  term  relied  upon  by  the  tenant  was  originally  granted,  in  1789, 
by  Sarah  Thurston  (then  being  seised  in  fee  of  thirty-two  pieces  of  land, 
contaming  by  ^estimation  thirty-seven  acres,  and  one  other  piece  r^o^ 
of  land  of  uncertain  quantity)  to  Thomas  Seaman,  for  securing  a  ■- 
sum  of  money, — by  the  description  of  all  those  thirty-three  pieces,  &c. 
(particularly  describing  them),  and  all  other  the  messuages,  &c.,  lands 
and  hereditaments,  of  her  the  said  Sarah  Thurston,  situate,  lying,  and 
being  in  Surlingham  St.  Mary,  Surlingham  St.  Saviour,  Rockland,  and 
Bramerton.  In  1746,  Seaman  assigned  the  mortgage  to  one  Anthony 
Aufrere.    In  1750,  Sarah  Thurston  conveyed  the  mortgaged  premises, 
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in  fee-simple,  to  one  Thomas  Bowles,  by  whom  the  mortgage  was  paid 
off;  and  thereupon  Aufrere  assigned  the  term  to  John  Kerridge,  in  trust 
to  attend  the  inheritance.  Thomas  Bowles,  by  will,  dated  the  27th  of 
December,  1762,  devised  all  his  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  heredi- 
taments, in  Surlinghasn,  or  in  any  other  town  next  or  near  a<yoining, 
which  he  had  purchased  of  Sarah  Thurston,  widow,  and  all  other  his 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever,  situate,  lying, 
and  being  in  Surlingham  aforesaid,  to  James  Roberts  and  his  heirs.  James 
Roberts,  by  his  will,  dated  the  17th  of  October,  1798,  devised  all  his 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  in  Surlingham,  Rock- 
land, Bramerton,  Kimpnall,  Fritter,  and  Topcroft,  in  the  county  of 
Norfolk,  and  all  other  his  real  estates  whatsoever,  to  James  Roberts 
Garrard  (the  husband  of  the  demandant),  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  subject 
to  an  executory  devise  over  on  a  contingency  which  never  occurred.  In 
January,  1812,  James  Roberts  Garrard  demised  all  his  freehold  or 
charter- hold  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  in  Surling- 
ham, Rockland,  and  Bramerton,  and  in  Fritter,  Topcroft,  and  Eimpnall, 
to  Thomas  Bignold,  for  a  term  of  years,  to  secure  a  sum  of  money.  In 
October,  1812,  James  Roberts  Garrard  conveyed  to  Farr  and  Fiske  all 
*9A7i  his  freehold  or  charter-hold  messuages,  lands,  '''tenements,  and 
-I  hereditaments  in  Surlingham,  Rockland,  and  Bramerton,  and  any 
other  town  thereto  next  or  near  adjoining,  in  trust  to  sell,  and  pay  debts. 
In  May,  1813,  Farr  and  Fiske,  and  James  Roberts  Garrard  and  Thomas 
Bignold,  conveyed  to  Thomas  Tuck  (the  tenant)  so  much  as  was  freehold 
or  charter-hold  of  and  in  all  that  messuage  or  dwelling-house  in  Surling- 
ham, and  various  pieces  of  land  particularly  described,  in  Surlingham, 
Bramerton,  and  Rockland,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  near  forty-eight 
acres :  and,  at  the  same  time,  one  Edward  Bickersteth  (to  whonr  a  special 
administration  had  been  granted  of  the  goods  of  John  Kerridge,  so  far 
only  as  concerned  the  rights  and  title  of  John  Kerridge  of  and  in  the 
hereditaments  comprised  in  the  said  term  for  one  thousand  years)  assigned 
over  the  messuages,  lands,  &;c.,  vested  in  Bickersteth,  as  administrator, 
for  the  residue  of  the  term  of  one  thousand  years,  to  William  Farrer,  in 
trust  for  Thomas  Tuck,  and  to  attend  the  inheritance. 

On  the  part  of  the  demandant,  it  was  contended,  that,  as  a  portion  of 
the  land  conveyed  by  the  demandant's  husband  to  Tuck,  was  land  allotted 
under  certain  acts  which  had  been  passed  for  enclosing  lands  in  the  parishes 
of  Claxton  and  Rockland,  and  in  the  parishes  of  Strumshaw  and  Surling- 
ham, that  land  was  not  subject  to  the  term  to  which  the  lands  in  lieu  of 
which  it  was  allotted  had  been  subject. 

But  we  think  there  is  no  ground  for  doubt  on  this  point,  it  being 
expressly  provided  by  each  of  those  acts  that  every  proprietor  shall 
stand  and  be  seised  of  the  lands  to  be  allotted  to  him,  to  such  and  the 
same  uses,  for  such  and  the  same  estates,  and  no  other^  as  the  lands  in 
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respect  whereof  snch  allotments  shall  be  made  would  have  been  sabject 
to  in  case  the  act  had  not  been  made. 

It  was  farther  objected,  that  the  lands  conveyed  to  Tuck  did  not  cor- 
respond in  quantity  exactly  with  the  *ancient  estimated  quanti-  r-^oAQ 
ties ;  nor  could  the  land  in  respect  of  which  the  allotments  were  ^ 
supposed  to  have  been  made,  be  precisely  identified.  It  cannot  be 
expected  but  that  such  should  be  the  case,  there  having  been  two 
enclosure  acts  passed  affecting  the  lands,  under  which  many  new  roads 
had  been  set  out,  and  allotments  made.  Neither  the  exact  quantities, 
nor  the  ancient  descriptions,  under  such  circumstances,  are  likely  to 
correspond  entirely.  But  it  was  proved,  with  reasonable  certainty,  in 
this  case,  that  the  whole  of  the  land  comprised  in  the  term  created  by 
Sarah  Thurston,  came  to  James  Roberts  Oarrard :  and,  in  the  absence 
of  any  ground  for  inferring  that  he  had  any  other  lands  in  Surlingham, 
Rockland,  and  Bramerton,  besides  those  which  he  derived  from  Mrs. 
Thurston,  there  was,  we  think,  reasonable  ground  on  which  a  jury  might 
and  ought  to  infer  the  identity  of  the  lands  in  the  tenure  of  the  tenant, 
with  those  comprised  in  the  lease  for  one  thousand  years. 

But  it  was  further  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  demandant,  that,  as  the 
existence  of  the  term  was  never  referred  to  in  any  of  the  deeds,  from 
the  time  when  it  was  assigned  to  Kerridge  to  attend  the  inheritance,  in 
1750,  down  to  the  year  1813,  when  the  conveyance  was  made  to  Tuck, 
it  ought  to  be  presumed  that  it  had  been  surrendered. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  that  surrenders  of  outstanding  unsatisfied  terms 
have  been  in  several  cases  presumed,  to  prevent  what  was  deemed  to  be 
a  failure  of  justice, — as  was  done  in  Doe  d.  Burdett  v.  Wrighte,  2  B.  A; 
Aid.  710,  and  Doe  d.  Putland  v.  Hilder,  2  B.  A;  Aid.  782.  But  the 
doctrine  laid  down  in  those  cases, — as  was  said  by  Lord  Tentekden, 
in  Doe  d.  Blacknell  v.  Plowman,  2  B.  A;  Ad.  577, — ^has  been  much 
♦questioned :  and  the  current  of  the  later  authorities  shows,  that,  p^o^Q 
where  a  term  has  been  assigned  to  attend  the  inheritance,  a  sur-  '- 
render  ought  not  to  be  presumed,  unless  there  has  been  a  dealing  with 
the  estate  in  a  way  in  which  reasonable  men  and  men  of  business  would 
not  have  dealt  with  it,  unless  the  term  had  been  put  an  end  to.  Now, 
what  are  the  acts  done  since  the  assignment  of  this  term  ?  The  first  of 
these  acts  is  the  will  of  Bowles.  There  was  no  reiason  why,  in  making 
his  will,  he  should  refer  to  the  term  which  was  held  in  trust  for  him,  and 
would  be  equally  held  in  trust  for  his  devisee.  The  same  observation 
applies  to  the  rifext  act, — the  will  of  James  Roberts. 

The  next  occasion  was,  in  1812,  when  the  property  was  mortgaged  to 
Bignold,  without  any  assignment  to  a  trustee  for  Bignold.  But  it  is  to 
be  observed  that  Bignold  had  full  notice  of  the  mortgage  term ;  for,  the 
mortgagor's  title  could  not  be  made  out  without  producing  the  convey- 
ance to  Bowles,  on  the  face  of  which  the  mortgage  to  Aufrere  appears  as 
an  encumbrance.     The  mortgagee  would,  of  course,  call  for  the  assign- 
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ment  to  Kerridge,  and  would  be  entitled  to  the  custody  of  it  for 
security.  The  mortgage-deed  conveys  to  the  mortgagee  the  lands  of  the 
mortgagor  wherein  he,  or  any  person  in  trust  for  him,  hath  any  manner 
of  estate ;  and  there  is  a  covenant  for  further  assurance  by  all  persons 
lawfully  or  equitably  claipiing  any  estate  or  interest  therein.  The 
security,  under  these  cirqumstances,  might  well  be  deemed  sufficient, 
without  calling  on  the  mortgagor  to  incur  the  unnecessary  expense  of 
searching  after,  and  finding,  the  representative  of  Eerridge ;  and  there- 
fore we  do  not  think  that  the  absence  of  an  assignment  leads  to  the 
inference  that  a  surrender  had  taken  place. 

The  next  act  done^  was,  in  October,  1812,  when  the  estate  was  con- 
*2501  '^^J^^  ^^  trustees  for  sale.  But  we  see  *no  reason  why  an  assign- 
•^  ment  of  the  term  should  be  made  to  protect  their  estate,  which 
they  held  for  a  temporary  purpose  only ;  and  we  find,  that,  as  soon  as 
that  purpose  could  be  carried  into  effect,  a  limited  administration  was 
obtSiUpied^  and  the  term  was  assigned  to  the  purchaser.  We  think,  there- 
fore, that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  there  is  no  ground  for 
presuming  a  surrender. 

It  was  further  objected,  that  the  term  was  extinguished,  by  force  of 
the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  27.  The  construction  contended  for  leads  to 
consequences  so  extensive  and  so  alarming,  that  it  ought  not  to  be 
adopted^  unless  it  is  plain  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  act.  The 
consequence  would  be,  in  the  majority  of  cases,  to  extinguish  attendant 
terms,  and  shake  the  security  of  titles  to  an  extent  which  it  is  impossible 
to  estimate,  and  which  it  is  difficult  to  suppose  the  framers  of  the  act 
.could  have  intended.  The  general  object  of  the  act  seems  to  have  been, 
to  settle  the  right  of  persons  adversely  litigating  with  each  other ;  not  to 
deal  with  cases  like  that  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trusty  where,  though 
there  are  two  parties,  there  is  but  one  single  interest, — ^that  of  the  person 
beneficially  entitled. 

It  will  be  convenient,  before  adverting  further  to  the  statute,  to  con- 
sider in  what  relation  the  parties  stood  at  the  time  the  act  passed.  The 
mortgage  term  being  satisfied  out  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  inherit- 
;ance,  and  the  term  assigned  over  expressly  to  attend  the  inheritance,  the 
^assignee  thereby  became  trustee,  and  the  purchaser  cestui  que  trust  dur- 
ing the  term ;  and,  the  cestui  que  truMt  entering  into  possession  of  the 
land,  he  was,  at  law,  the  tenant  at  will  to  the  trustee :  Freeman  v.  Barnes, 
1  Ventr.  80,  1  Siderf.  849,  458. 

'*'2511  *S^^^  being  the  relation  of  the  parties,  what  is  the  operation 
^  of  the  act? 

By  section  2  it  is  enacted  that  no  person  shall  make  an  entry,  or  bring 
0&  action,  to  recover  any  land,  but  within  twenty  years  next  after  the 
time  at  which  the  right  to  make  such  entry,  or  bring  such  action,  first 
Accrued. 

ITow, — ^pausing  at  this  section,-^at  what  time,  as  between  lessor  and 
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lessee,  is  it  to  be  understood  that  the  right  of  entry  accrues  ?  The  right 
of  entry  of  a  landlord  on  his  tenant,  must  accrue  on  the  expiration  of 
the  tenant's  term,  if  he  has  a  term :  if  he  is  a  tenant  at  will,  the  right 
of  entry,  within  the  terms  of  this  section  of  the  act,  would  naturally  be 
understood  to  accrue  on  the  determination  of  the  tenancy  at  will.  It 
may  be  said,  indeed,  that,  as,  in  case  of  a  tenancy  at  will,  the  lessor  may 
at  any  time  determine  his  will  by  entering,  a  right  of  entry  exists  at  aU 
times,  from  the  first  commencement  of  the  estate  at  will,  and  is  not  de- 
pendent on  a  preyious  determination  of  the  estate  at  will.  But  we  think 
that  the  term  ^^ right  of  entry,"  in  the  2d  section,  ought  not  to  be  so 
construed.  The  right  which  a  lessor  has  in  such  a  case,  is,  a  right  to 
determine  the  tenancy  at  will ;  and  it  is  only  upon  the  determination  of 
the  tenancy  at  will,  that  there  is  such  a  vested  right  of  entry  as  is  in 
contemplation  in  the  2d  section  of  the  act.  This  riew  appears  to  be  con- 
finned  by  the  provision  in  the  7th  section,  respecting  tenancies  at  will, — 
which  provides,  in  cases  of  ordinary  tenancies  at  will,  that  the  right  to 
make  an  entry  shall  be  decreed  to  have  first  accrued,  either  at  the  deter- 
mination of  the  tenancy,  or  at  the  expiration  of  one  year  next  after  the 
conmiencement  of  such  tenancy.  The  object  of  that  section  obviously 
is,  to  fix  a  definite  period  after  the  commencement  of  a  tenancy  at  will, 
beyond  which  the  ^tenancy  shall  not  be  presumed  to  have  had  a  r^nco 
continuance, — a  provision  which  would  have  been  wholly  unne- 
cessary,  if  a  right  of  entry,  within  the  meaning  of  the  2d  section,  had  at 
all  times  existed,  from  the  very  commencement  of  the  estate  at  will. 

But,  passing  from  the  2d  to  the  3d  section  of  the  act,  it  is  contended 
that  the  present  case  falls  within  that  clause  of  the  8d  section  which  pro- 
vides, that,  where  the  person  claiming  such  land,  shall  claim  in  respect 
of  an  estate  or  interest  in  possession,  granted,  by  any  instrument,  to  him, 
or  some  person  through  whom  he  claims,  by  a  person  being,  in  respect 
of  the  same  estate  or  interest,  in  the  possession  or  receipt  of  the  profits 
of  the  land,  and  no  person  entitled  under  siu:h  instrument  shall  have 
been  in  such  possession  or  receipt ;  then  such  right  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  first  accrued  at  the  time  at  which  the  person  claiming  as  aforesaid, 
or  the  person  through  whom  he  claims,  became  entitled  to  such  posses- 
sion or  receipt  by  virtue  of  such  instrument.  But  we  do  not  think  that 
the  case  of  a  cestui  que  trust  holding  possession  of  land  under  the  trustee, 
falls  within  this  clause,  which  is  meant  to  apply  to  cases  where  the  person 
holding  the  land  does  not  hold  it  under,  or  in  privity  with,  the  person  in 
whom  the  right  of  entry  is  supposed  to  be.  The  cestui  que  trust  in  such 
a  case  holds  possession  under  the  trustee,  and  under  the  protection  of 
the  instrument  by  which  the  estate  is  conveyed  to  the  trustee.  It  can- 
not, therefore,  be  said  that  it  is  a  case  in  which  ^^  no  person  entitled 
under  the  instrument"  has  been  in  possession ;  for,  the  cestui  que  trust 
has  virtually  been  in  possession  under  the  instrument. 

If  we  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  provision  contained  in  the 
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7th  section,  respecting  trustees, — that  provision  appears  to  us  to  reflect 
light  on  the  nature  of  their  estate,  and  on  the  provisions  of  the  2d  and 
3d  sections,  as  far  as  their  estate  is  concerned. 

^  ^-  *The  object  of  that  section  appears  to  be  (as  above  stated),  to 
*"  J  fix  a  definite  period,  at  the  end  of  which  the  right  of  entry  of  the 
lessor,  as  against  his  tenant  at  will,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  accrued ; 
and  it  provides  that  no  cestui  que  trust  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  tenant 
at  will  within  the  meaning  of  that  clause^ — which  is  equivalent  to  saying 
that  the  right  of  entry  of  a  trustee  against  his  cestui  que  trust,  shall  not 
be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued  at  the  expiration  of  one  year  next  after 
the  commencement  of  the  tenancy ;  and  the  exception  seems,  to  be  intro- 
duced in  order  to  prevent  the  necessity  of  any  active  steps  being  taken 
by  a  trustee  to  preserve  his  estate  from  being  destroyed,  as  in  the  case 
of  an  ordinary  tenancy  at  will,  by  mere  lapse  of  time.  The  intention 
appears  to  be,  to  put  the  estate  of  a  trustee  in  a  better  state  in  this 
respect  than  that  in  which  the  estate  of  an  ordinary  lessor  is,  as  against 
his  tenant  at  will ;  whereas,  his  situation  would  be  worse  than  that  of  an 
ordinary  lessor,  on  the  construction  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the 
demandant  in  this  case ;  for,  the  time  of  limitation,  on  the  construction 
contended  for,  would  run  against  the  trustee  from  the  first  commence- 
ment  of  his  estate ;  whereas,  as  against  an  ordinary  lessor,  the  time 
would  only  run  from  the  actual  determination  of.  the  tenancy,  or  from 
the  end  of  the  first  year  of  the  tenancy. 

On  the  part  of  the  demandant,  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Jacobs  t;.  Phillips, 
10  Q.  B.  130,  16  Law  Journ.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  268,  11  Jurist,  692,  was 
relied  on,  as  being  at  variance  with  the  view  we  take  of  the  statute.  The 
facts  of  that  case  are  not  given  in  detail ;  so  that  it  does  not  appear 
whether  the  cetteux  que  trust  in  that  case  had  been  in  possession  of  the 
lands  within  twenty  years,  or,  indeed,  that  they  had  ever  been  in  pos- 
session.    In  the  absence  of  more  information  than  we  possess  regarding 

*Of\dr\  ^^^^  ^^^^'  *^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^P^^  ^^  ^  binding  us :  and  on  the  best 
-I  consideration  we  can  give  to  the  subject,  we  think  that  the  term 

in  the  present  case  has  not  been  extinguished  by  force  of  the  statute  in 

question. 

The  result  is,  that,  on  the  second  issue,  the  verdict  must  be  entered 

for  the  tenant.  Rule  accordingly. 


Nov.  9.  Judgment  having  on  the  23d  of  October,  1849,  been  entered 
for  the  tenant(a)  on  the  second  issue,  the  demandant  brought  a  writ  of 
error,  on  the  ground  that  the  matters  contained  in  the  second  plea  did 
not  disclose  a  sufficient  answer  in  law  to  her  claim,  and  that  on  the 

(a)  The  proper  judgment  on  this  verdict  would  be,  for  the  demandant,  quod  reevperet,  with  a 
ceuct  execntto. 
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gromid,  amongst  others,  that  it  did  not  show  whether  the  term  therein 
mentioned,  had  been  created  previously  to,  or  after,  the  marriage  of  the 
demandant  with  James  Roberts  Garrard;  and  that  therefore  she,  the 
demandant,  was  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on  that  plea. 
ByleSj  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  Unthank),  now  moved  for  a  rule  calling 
upon  the  demandant  to  show  cause  why  the  writ  of  error  should  not  be  set 
aside,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  issued  against  good  faith, — ^upon  an  affi- 
davit stating  in  substance,  that  the  proceedings  in  this  cause  originated  in 
the  court  of  Chancery,  where  a  bill  had  been  filed  by  the  demandant,  Mrs. 
Garrard,  against  the  tenant,  G.  E.  Tuck,  to  recover  her  dower  in  the  lands 
mentioned  in  the  count ;  that  the  defences  set  up  by  the  now  tenant  (the 
defendant  in  equity)  were  two, — first,  that  the  demandant's  husband  did 
not  appear  to  be  dead, — secondly,  that  the  lands  were  protected  against, 
the  claim  of  dower  by  a  term  of  one  thousand  years,  ^created  by  r^oce 
one  Sarah  Thurston  by  deed  dated  the  6th  of  June,  1739 ;  that  ^ 
the  present  action  was  brought  pursuant  to  an  order  of  yice-Chancellor 
Knight  Bruce  made  in  that  cause,  in  1846 ;  that,  on  the  4th  of  March, 
1847,  the  tenant  pleaded, — ^first,  a  denial  of  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band,— secondly,  the  statute  of  limitations, — thirdly,  that  Sarah  Thurs- 
ton, in  1739,  being  seised  in  fee,  created  a  term  of  one  thousand 
years,  and  tracing  the  term  down  to  the  time  of  pleading ;  that  part  of 
the  lands  in  respect  of  which  dower  was  claimed,  were  not  originally  in 
the  seisin  of  Sarah  Thurston,  or  included  in  the  term,  but  were  allot- 
ments in  respect  of  lands  that  were  included  in  the  term, — ^it  being 
assumed,  on  all  hands,  that,  if  the  term  protected  the  lands  of  which 
Sarah  Thurston  was  originally  seised,  it  also  protected  the  allotted  lands ; 
that  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  was  afterwards  withdrawn, 
pursuant  to  a  judge's  order  made  by  consent ;  that,  difficulties  arising  in 
framing  the  pleadings,  and  particularly  with  reference  to  the  enclosure 
acts,  it  was  ultimately  agreed  between  the  respective  attameySy  assisted 
by  counsel^  that  the  pleas  and  replication  should  be  in  the  short  form  in 
which  they  now  appear  upon  the  record^ — ^upon  an  understanding  that  the 
real  question  to  be  tried  on  the  second  plea,  was,  whether  or  not  the 
term  created  in  1739  had  ceased ;  that  the  only  ground  of  error  relied 
on,  was,  an  objection  to  the  form  of  the  second  plea  so  agreed  to  as 
aforesaid.  [Wildk,  C.  J.  We  have  no  power  to  do  what  you  ask.]  The 
writ  issues  out  of  the  petty-bag  office,  under  the  provisions  of  the  12  k 
13  Vict.  c.  109 ;  it  is  directed  to  this  court,(a)  and  is  returnable  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber.  Xt  is  submitted  that  the  court  to  which  the  writ 
is  directed,  is  the  proper  court  to  deal  with  it.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  I  very 
much  doubt  that.  I  had  occasion  to  consider  the  ^subject  in  the  p^^cQ^^ 
case  of  Davies,  dem.,  Lowndes,  ten.,  7  M.  &  G.  762,  8  Scott,  N.  ^ 
R.  667.]    It  seems  clear  that  the  court  of  error  has  no  jurisdiction : 

(a)  It  is  directed  to  the  chief  justioe,  as  the  party  haying  the  oustodj  of  the  record,  to  be  re- 
BOTed  or  to  be  traneeribed. 
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and,  in  Cane  v.  Masey,  8  B.  &  C.  735,  6  D.  &  R.  624,(a)  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  quashed  a  writ  of  error  on  this  ground.  [Wildb,  C.  J. 
In  Tolson  v.  Kaye,  6  M.  &  G.  586,  590,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  222,  268,(6)  the 
court  of  error  quashed  the  writ.]  There,  the  court  would  give  no  judg- 
men,  the  record  heing  imperfect.((?)  In  Snook  v.  Mattock,  5  Ad.  &  E. 
239,  6  N.  &  M.  788,  on  a  feigned  issue  directed  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  to  try  the  existence  of  certain  customs,  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  a  special  case,  the  question  being, 
whether  the  customs,  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  had  been  sufficiently 
proved  at  the  trial.  The  court  having  given  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
error  was  brought  in  the  Ex^shequer  Chalnber,  on  the  ground  that  the 
customs,  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  were  not  legal  customs.  The  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber  quashed  the  writ,  on  the  ground  that  error  did 
not  lie  on  a  feigned  issue.  But  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  afterwards 
expressed  a  doubt  whether  the  court  of  error  had  power  so  to  do. 
*9';7l  n^^^^^j  C-  J-  ^^  King  V.  *Simmonds,  14  Law  Joum.  N.  S., 
"^^^ J  Q.  B.  248,  256,  7  Q.  B.  289,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  judg- 
ment  of  the  court  of  error,  quashing  the  writ  of  error,  says :  "  The 
principle  appears  to  be,  that  the  court  is  to  quash  the  writ,  as  useless, 
when  they  find  that  the  record  sent  up  is  not  one  which,  by  the  commis- 
sion contained  in  the  writ  of  error,  they  have  the  power  to  examine :  and 
this  applies  as  much  to  the  case  where  the  record  sent  up  is  not  a  judg- 
ment which  has  been  entered  at  all, — and  such  is  the  present  case, — as 
it  does  where  the  record  is  one  which  varies  in  the  name  of  the  parties, 
or  in  other  particulars.  This  principle  was  acted  upon  in  Tolson  v. 
Kaye,  in  which  the  writ  of  error  was  quashed,  where  there  was  no  final 
judgment  upon  the  whole  record  returned,  and  so  nothing  for  the  writ  to 
operate  upon :  and  in  Snook  v.  Mattock  there  was  a  similar  judgment, 
where  it  appeared  that  the  judgment  was  one  on  which  no  writ  of  error 
would  lie.  It  is  true,  that  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  has  expressed  a 
doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  decision  in  that  case ;  but  that  was  pro- 
bably on  the  ground  that  on  the  face  of  the  record  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  issue  was  feigned."] 

If  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  application  should  be  made  to  the 
court  of  error,  the  defendant  will  adopt  that  course. 

Per  curiam.    We  think,  that,  when,  in  obedience  to  the  writ,  a  tran- 

■ 

(a)  And  see  the  Apothecaries  Company  v.  Hanison,  12  Ad.  A  E.  642,  4  P.  A  D.  292,  in  whioli 
it  was  held,  that,  where  parties,  on  the  trial  of  an  action  for  several  penalties,  agree  that  a  verdict 
shaU  be  given  for  one  only, — the  defendant  undertaking  not  to  repeat  the  aet  complained  of,  and 
the  plaintiff,  that,  unless  he  does  so,  ezecation  shaU  not  issue, — ^it  is  an  implied  term  (nothing  to 
the  contrary  being  expressed)  that  the  defendant  shall  not  bring  error :  and,  if  he  do  so,  the 
court  (belov)  will  quash  the  writ  as  issued  against  good  fidth. 

(h)  In  Roberts  «.  Tucker,  Style,  191,  219,-  Dawkes  «.  Payton,  lb.  218 ;  Shedlock  v.  La  Pore, 
lb.  265;  Porter  v.  Swetnam,  lb.  406;  Oonye  v.  Lawes,  lb.  472:  writs  of  error  were  abated  or 
quashed  by  the  court  in  which  they  were  returnable,  quia  impromd^  emanattroMt, 

(e)  The  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  quashed  the  writ  of  error  hecauM  they  considered  the 
record  to  be  imperfect;  and  the  final  judgment  which  had  been  entered  up,  and  which  they  held 
to  be  for  that  reason  erroneous,  was  allovtd  to  ttand,   8  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  740. 
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script  of  the  record  has  been  sent  to  the  conrt  of  error,  oar  jurisdiction 
is  at  an  end,  and  that  the  application  to  quash  the  writ  of  error  should 
not  be  made  here.  Rule  on  this  point  refused.(a) 


"^Nov.  18,     Vnthanh  now  made  a  similar  application  to  the  ^^950 
court  of  error,  upon  afSdavits  stating  substantially  the  same  facts  ^ 
as  those  before  detailed. 

The  court  granted  a  rule  nisi,  but  not  without  expressing  a  doubt  whe- 
ther the  court  of  error  was  the  proper  court  for  the  purpose. 

The  case  was  argued  on  the  80th  of  November,  1849,  bj  O'MaUey 
and  Wilier  for  the  demandant,  and  by  TJnthank  for  the  tenant.  The 
court,  without  expressing  any  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  the  motion, 
desired  that  the  matter  might  be  re-argued  upon  the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion :  and  on  the  2d  of  February,  1850,  they  called  upon — 

Unthank  to  support  his  rule.(5)  Formerly,  all  original  writs  issued 
out  of  the  court  of  Chancery:  4  Inst.  80;  Com.  Dig.  Chancery  (C.  1). 
The  jurisdiction  for  this  purpose  was  abolished  by  the  statute  5  &  6  W. 
4,  c.  82,  ss.  10,  12,  by  which  the  duties  of  the  cursitors  were  transferred 
to  the  petty-bag  office.((r)  The  practice  of  the  petty-bag  ofSce  is  further 
regulated  by  the  12  k  18  Vict.  c.  109,  the  89th  section  of  which  enacts, 
^^  that,  in  every  action,  suit,  and  proceeding  now  pending,  or  which  at  any 
time  hereafter  shall  be  commenced  or  pending  in  the  court  of  Chancery 
on  the  common-law  side  thereof,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  superior 
courts  of  common  lawy  and  the  judges  thereof  respectively^  and  they 
*are  hereby  respectively  required,  to  hear  and  determine  all  such  r^o^o 
matters  or  applications  arising  in,  or  incident  to,  any  such  action,  ^ 
suit,  or  proceeding  as  aforesaid,  as  before  the  passing  of  this  act  might 
have  been  heard  and  determined  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  or  either  of  them,  and  also  to  transact,  do,  and  perform  all 
such  business,  matters,  and  things,  in,  about,  touching,  or  concerning  any 
action,  suit,  or  proceeding  on  the  conmion  law  side  of  the  said  Court  of 
Chancery,  as  by  virtue  of  any  orders  or  regulations  for  the  time  being 
in  force  by  virtue  of  this  act,  may  be  transacted,  done,  or  performed  by 
such  judge ;  subject,  nevertheless,  and  according  to  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  and  the  laws,  rules,  and  regulations  for  the  time  being  in  force 
for  the  regnlation  of  the  said  court  and  the  practice  and  proceedings 
thereof.'*  Giving  this  clause  a  reasonable  construction,  it  must  be  held 
to  refer  to  the  court  having  seisin  of  the  cause.  If  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  could  entertain  such  a  motion, — as  it  is  submitted  they  might 
well  have  done, — d  fortiori  this  court  may.  [Parke,  B.  I  believe  this 
statute  was  not  adverted  to  when  the  application  was  made  to  the  court 
below.]    It  was  not.    With  the  exception  of  a  case  before  the  Master 

(a)  A  rule  niii  was  granted  to  amend  a  mistake  in  the  record ;  which  rale  was  afUrwards 
made  absolute. 
(6)  Before  Parkk,  B.,  Pattkson,  J.,  CoLBBrooB,  J.,  Rolpi,  B.,  Wiohtkaji  J.,  and  Platt,  B. 
(e)  Which  is,  howcTer,  part  and  panel  of  the  Court  of  Chaneery. 
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of  the  Bolls,  which  is  not  reported,  and  where  his  honour  is  said  to  have 
held  that  he  had  no  jarisdiction,  the  only  decision  upon  this  statate 
occurred  in  Baddeley  v.  Denton,  19  Law  Joum.,  N.  S.  Exch.  44,  where 
KoLFE,  B.,  held,  that  a  writ  of  prohibition,  issued  oat  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  is  a  proceeding  within  the  meaning  of  the  89th  section,  and 
that  a  motion  to  set  aside  such  writ,  may  be  made  in  either  of  the  supe- 
rior courts  at  Westminster.  [Wightman,  J.  Is  this  court  "  a  superior 
court  of  common  law  ?'*  At  common  law,  error  from  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  lay  to  the  Queen's  Bench.     As  a  court  of  error  sitting  to 


* 
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review  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  *  Common  Pleas,  we  sit  by  virtue 


of  the  new  jurisdiction  created  by  Lord  Abinger's  act  for  the 
amendment  of  the  law,  11  G.  4  &  1  W.  4,  c.  70,  s.  8.]  The  Exchequer 
Chamber  is  a  court  of  common  law :  none  but  common  law  questions  can 
arise  in  it ;  and  it  is  amongst  the  courts  so  classed  in  Com.  Dig.  Courts 
(D.  5).  [Platt,  B.  If  you  look  at  the  88d  section,(a)  it  seems  pretty 
evident  that  the  statute,  when  speaking  of  the  superior  courts  of  common 
law,  contemplates  the  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and 
Exchequer  only.]  That  section  contemplates  only  a  particular  descrip- 
tion of  proceedings.  [Parke,  B.  Would  this  have  been  a  court  under 
the  statute  of  7  E\iz.  c.  9  ?]  Possibly  not.  [Pattbson,  J.  No  doubt,  the 
Court  of  Chancery  had  jurisdiction,  before  the  passing  of  the  act  now  in 
question,  to  quash  a  writ  of  error.]  That  is  conceded.  [Parkb,  B.  Why 
may  not  the  Court  of  Common  Pleaa,  which  clearly  is  a  ^'  superior  court 
of  common  law,"  exercise  that  jurisdiction  since  the  statute  ?]  It  is  at 
the  least  extremely  doubtful  whether  that  court  has  any  such  jurisdiction. 
The  writ  of  error  issues  out  of  the  petty-bag  ofSoe,  and  is  returnable 
here.  It  is  not  even  addressed  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  but  to 
the  lord  chief  justice,  whose  duty  with  respect  to  it  is  ministerial  only. 
♦2611  [Coleridge,  J.  Would  a  single  *member  of  this  court  have  juris- 
-^  diction  ?]  Yes,  as  a  judge.  [  WilUs.  It  has  been  decided  that  a 
judge,  as  a  judge  of  the  court  of  error,  has  no  jurisdiction :  it  was  so 
held  in  a  case  of  Higgs  v.  The  St.  Katharine's  Dock  Company.  Parke, 
B.  Could  you  have  made  this  application  before  the  passmg  of  the  11 
G.  4  &  1  W.  4,  c.  70,— supposing  the  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  109,  had  passed  ?] 
The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  as  the  then  court  of  error,  undoubtedly 
would  have  been  a  superior  court  of  common  law.  This  court  may  award 
a  venire  de  novo^  and  may  do  many  other  things  that  are  incident  only 
to  a  superior  court  of  common  law.  The  section  of  the  act  treats  of  the 
proceedings  by  scire  facias^  which  are  transferred  to  the  three  courts  of 

(a)  Which  enacts,  **  that  in  case  an j  iume  or  issnea  in  law,  or  issues  both  in  fact  and  in  law, 
shall  be  joined  in  any  action,  suit,  or  proceeding  on  the  common  law  side  of  the  court  of  Chancerj, 
then  and  in  such  case  the  record  of  such  issue  or  issues  shall  be  made  up  and  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  petty-bag,  and  a  transcript  of  the  said  record  shaU  or  may  thereupon  be  sent  or  taken 
into  any  one  of  the  three  courts  of  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  or  Exchequer;  and  such  court 
shall,  upon  the  transcript  being  brought  into  any  such  court,  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the 
same  in  like  manner  as  issues  in  law  and  fact  from  the  common  law  side  of  the  said  Court  of 
Chancery  have  heretofore  been  hear4  and  determined  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench." 
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Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  by  name :  but,  when  it 
comes  to  the  89th  section,  the  legislature  uses  general  words — ^^the 
superior  courts  of  common  law  at  Westminster."  It  is  worthy  of  remark, 
that  the  statute  5  G.  1,  c.  18,  which  authorizes  the  amendment  of  vari- 
ances or  other  defects  in  writs  of  error,  gives  the  power  to  the  court 
wherein  the  writ  is  made  returnable.  Independently  of  the  statute,  this 
court  has  jurisdiction,  perhaps  concurrently  with  the  inferior  court.  The 
course  ordinarily  adopted  by  the  courts  below,  where  the  writ  of  error 
has  been  brought  against  good  faith,  or  in  violation  of  an  agreement 
entered  into  between  the  parties,  has  been,  not  to  quash  the  writ  of  error, 
but  to  set  aside  the  allowance  of  it  (which  is  the  act  of  the  court  below,(a) ) 
or  to  permit  the  other  party  to  issue  execution  notwithstanding  the  writ 
of  error.  Such  were  the  cases  of  Camden  v.  Edie,  1  H.  Blac.  21,  Best 
r.  Gompertz,  2  Dowl.  P.  C-  895,  Brown  v.  Lord  Granville,  2  Dowl.  P. 
C.  796,  Wright  v.  *Nutt,  1  T.  R.  888,  and  Holmes  v.  Newlands,  p^ofig 
2  Dowl.  N.  S.  716.  In  Boreman  v.  Brown,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  281,  ■- 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on  the  authority  of  a  case  of  Jones  v.  De 
Lisle,  8  Bingh.  125,  10  J.  B.  Moore,  617,  in  the  Common  Pleas,  held 
that  they  had  no  power  even  to  set  aside  the  allowance  of  a  writ  of  error. 
On  the  other  hand  there  are  three  cases  in  which  the  courts  below  have 
taken  upon  themselves  to  quash  writs  of  error  which  appeared  to  have 
been  issued  against  good  faith,  viz,  Baddely  v.  Shafto,  8  Taunt.  484, 
Cave  V.  Masey,  8  B.  &  C.  735,  5  D.  &;  R.  624,  and  The  Apothecaries' 
Company  v.  Harrison,  12  Ad.  k  E.  642,  4  P.  &  D.  292.  But  there,  in 
all  probability,  the  applications  were  made  before  the  writ  of  error  was 
'returnable.  [Parke,  B.  I  do  not  think  you  will  find  any  satisfactory 
case,  where  the  court  of  error  has  quashed  the  writ  of  error,  on  the 
ground  that  it  has  been  issued  against  good  faith.  In  the  cases  you  cite, 
the  same  results  would  have  occurred  from  permitting  execution  to  issue 
notwithstanding  the  allowance  of  the  writ  of  error.  In  King  v.  Sim- 
monds,  7  Q.  B.  289, 14  Law  Joum.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  248,  256,  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  quashed  the  writ  of  error  for  a  defect  of  jurisdiction  apparent  on 
the  face  of  the  proceedings :  and  in  Thorpe  v,  Plowden,  2  Exch.  887,  the 
same  court  quashed  a  writ  of  error  brought  upon  a  judgment  on  a  feigned 
issue  under  the  47th  section  of  the  tithe  commutation  act,  6  &  7  W.  4,  c. 
71.  My  brother  Pattbson,  in  giving  the  judgment,  says :  "  The  legis- 
lature, intending  to  exclude  a  judgment  of  record  in  feigned  issues  under 
this  act,  has  in  efiect  excluded  any  writ  of  error.  This  being  so,  the  case 
of  King  V,  Simmonds  is  a  direct  authority  to  show  that  the  proper 
♦course  is,  for  this  court  to  quash  the  writ  of  error."]  The  juris-  r^o^q 
diction  in  question  must  exist  somewhere ;  otherwise,  the  under-  *- 
taking  contained  in  warrants  of  attorney  and  submissions  to  arbitration, 
not  to  bring  error,  is  superfluous  and  idle.  In  Davies,  dem.,  Lowndes, 
ten.,  6  M.  &  G.  529,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  215,  where  a  writ  of  right,  by  jour- 

(a)  De/aeto  it  \a  the  act  of  the  officer,~an  act  which  he  is  h<nmd  to  perform. 
YOL.  VIII.— 22  i? 
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nejB  accounts,  was  brought  after  the  death  of  a  sole  tenant,  a  motion 
having  been  unsuccessfully  made  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  set  aside  the 
writ,  on  the  ground,  that,  by  the  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  27,  s.  86,  writs  of  right 
are  wholly  abolished,  and  that  the  original  writ  had  abated  by  the  death 
of  the  tenant, — application  was  made  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  (7 
M.  &  G.  762,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  589,  2  D.  &  L.  272),  to  set  aside  the  writ 
of  grand  cape,  and  subsequent  proceedings ;  and  that  court  only  abstained 
from  doing  so  because  their  decision  would  have  finally  determined  the 
demandant's  right,  without  any  appeal.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  after  stating 
that  the  objection  might  be  raised  by  demurring  to  the  count,  observes, 
— *^  If  this  mode  of  deciding  the  question  upon  demurrer  had  not  been 
open  to  the  tenant,  if  he  had  not  possessed  the  power  of  raising  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  the  writ  was  valid  or  not  before  a  superior  court,  except 
by  previously  incurring  the  expense  of  a  new  trial,  we  should  have  thought 
it  our  duty  at  once  to  have  quashed  the  proceedings,  and  to  declare  the 
writ  issued  in  this  case  by  journeys  accounts  a  nullity.  But,  as  the 
tenant  has  the  opportunity  of  bringing  the  question  at  once  before  the 
court  upon  the  record,  as  a  simple  question  of  law,  we  think  he  can  have 
no  right  to  complain,  if  we  decline  to  proceed  summarily,  and  if  we  think 
it  right  to  leave  the  question  open  for  discussion  before  the  highest  tri- 
bunal." That  shows,  that,  where  the  objection  is  not  upon  the  record, 
*9fiJ.l  *^^  court  in  which  the  *writ  of  error  is  returnable  will  quash  it. 
-■  [Parks,  B.  The  court  of  error  may  decline  to  proceed  upon  the 
writ ;  but  I  doubt  whether  they  can  qttash  it  except  for  some  defect  upon 
the  face  of  it.]  In  Lloyd  v,  Skutt,  1  Dougl.  850,  upon  a  motion  in  the 
Court  of  Eling's  Bench  to  set  aside  a  writ  of  error  removing  a  judgment 
of  that  court  in  a  qui  tarn  action  for  usury,  on  the  12  Ann.  stat.  2,  c.  16, 
it  was  objected, — first,  that  the  writ  was  bad  in  form,  because  it  described 
the  action  as  between  two  private  parties,  and  not  as  a  qui  tarn  action, 
in  which  the  King  was  interested, — secondly,  in  substance,  on  the  ground 
that  this  sort  of  penal  action  is  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of 
27  Eliz.  c.  8,  which  first  gave  the  writ  of  error  from  the  King's  Bench 
to  the  Exchequer  Chamber.  But  Lord  Mansfield  said:  ^^We  have 
considered  this  case,  and  have  talked  with  all  the  other  judges  upon  it ; 
and  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  writ  of  error  cannot  be  quashed  here, 
but  that  the  application  ought  to  be  made  either  to  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, from  whence  it  issues,  or  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  where  it  is 
returnable."  In  Forster  v.  Laidler,  6  D.  &  R.  174,  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  upon  the  authority  of  that  case,  granted  a  rule  to  quash  a  writ  of 
error  from  the  borough  court  of  Berwick-upon-Tweed.  [Parke,  B. 
That  was  for  a  defect  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  writ,  there  being  only 
twelve  days  between  the  teste  and  return,  instead  of  fifteen.]  The  court 
did  not  assume  to  proceed  upon  that  narrow  ground :  there  was  no  plea 
of  in  nulla  est  erratum  in  that  case.  [Wightman,  J.,  referred  to  Snook 
V.  Mattock,  5  Ad.  &  E.  289,  6  N.  &  M.  788,— cited  anti^  p.  256.]   That 
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is  like  King  v,  Simtnonds  and  Thorpe  v,  Plowden.  [Pares,  B.  I  do 
not  think  we  have  any  such  general  jurisdiction  over  writs  of  error,  as  is 
suggested.  Our  power,  as  it  seems  *to  me,  is  confined  to  cases  r^noe 
where  there  is  a  defect  on  the  face  of  the  writ,  or  where  the  record  •- 
does  not  correspond  with  it :  we  cannot  interfere  on  the  ground  of  the 
proceeding  being  contrary  to  good  faith.  The  only  question  is,  whether 
the  recent  statute  gives  us  jurisdiction.]  If  the  court  has  no  power  to 
quash  the  writ,  at  any  rate  they  have  power  to  mould  this  rule  so  as  to 
meet  the  justice  of  the  case.  [Pares,  B.  (after  consulting  with  the  rest 
of  the  court).  None  of  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited  suffice  to 
convince  us  that  we  can  interfere  in  this  case.  All  they  amount  to  is 
this,  that  the  courts  will  exercise  their  power  to  prevent  their  own  pro- 
cess from  being  used  oppressively.  The  proper  court  in  which  to  make 
this  application,  would  be  the  Court  of  Chancery,  unless  its  jurisdiction  is 
taken  away  by  the  12  k  18  Vict.  c.  109,  and  transferred  to  the  superior 
courts  of  common  law  at  Westminster.  The  question  is,  what  is  meant 
by  these  words  ?  The  statute  may  mean  to  give  a  concurrent  jurisdiction 
to  all  the  three  superior  courts  of  law,  or  it  may  mean  the  court  which 
has  the  proceedings  before  it ;  if  the  latter  be  the  true  construction  of 
the  act,  probably  this  court  may  have  power  to  deal  with  the  matter. 
We  wish  to  hear  Mr.  Willes  on  this  point.] 

Wtlles  (with  whom  was  0'Malley\  contrJt.  This  court,  though  a 
superior  court,  and  one  which  administers  common  law  only,  is  not  one 
of  the  "  superior  courts  of  common  law"  intended  by  the  12  &  13  Vict, 
c.  109,  It  is  a  court  of  a  peculiar  statutory  creation.  In  Vin.  Abr. 
Court  (F),  pi.  3,  it  is  said,  that  "  when  a  new  court  is  erected,  it  is 
necessary  that  the  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  the  court  should  be 
declared ;  for,  such  new  court  can  have  no  other  jurisdiction  than  is 
expressed  in  the  erection  ;  for,  a  new  court  cannot  prescribe :  4  Inst.  200, 
213."  This  court,  therefore,  can  *only  exercise  such  powers  as  p^of*^ 
are  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  eiFect  the  object  for  *■ 
which  it  was  created.  [Wightman,  J.  Before  the  recent  statute,  the 
Court  of  Chancery  unquestionably  might  have  set  aside  the  writ :  assuming 
the  power  of  that  court  to  be  gone,  where  does  it  now  reside  ?]  In  such 
one  of  the  superior  courts  of  common  law  as  has  possession  of  the  record, 
or  in  a  judge  thereof.  Throughout  the  act,  down  to  s.  89,  the  courts  of 
**  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  and  the  judges  thereof 
respectively,"  are  mentioned  nominatim :  and  when  it  comes  to  s.  89,  the 
language  is, — "  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  superior  courts  of  common  law, 
and  the  judges  therefore  respectively,  and  they  are  hereby  respectively 
required,  to  hear  and  determine  all  such  matters  or  applications  arising 
in  or  incident  to  any  such  action,  suit,  or  proceeding  as  aforesaid,  as 
before  the  passing  of  this  act  might  have  been  heard  and  determined  by 
the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  or  either  of  them." 
It  is  quite  clear  that  the  legislature  did  not  in  this  clause  mean  to  intro- 
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dace  any  other  superior  court  of  common  law,  than  those  which  had  pre* 
viously  been  mentioned.  There  is  not  a  word  that  has  a  tendency  to 
show  that  it  was  intended  to  give  jurisdiction  to  any  two  of  those  courts 
sitting  together  as  a  court  of  error.  [Goleridgb,  J.  The  argument, 
then,  does  not  seem  to  be  very  material ;  for,  if  you  are  right,  any  single 
judge(a)  sitting  at  chambers  might  do  what  we  are  now  asked  to  do. 
Parke,  B.  You  say  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  no  jurisdiction  ?]  For 
this  purpose,  none.  [Parke,  B.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  my  bro- 
ther RoLFE,  seem  both  to  have  been  of  that  opinion,  in  Baddeley  v,  Den- 
*9ft'7T  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  Journ.,  N.  S.,  Exch.  44.]  It  is  unnecessary  *to 
J  say  whether  that  opinion  is  correct  or  not.  [Platt,  B.  It  is 
worthy  of  remark,  that  s.  39,  when  speaking  of  the  ^'superior  courts  of 
common  law,"  uses  no  word  of  reference.]  The  court  may  read  in  "  such," 
in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  obvioiis  meaning  of  the  legislature, — as  was 
done  in  the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  98,  s.  7,  the  act  exempting  bills  of 
exchange  and  promissory  notes  of  limited  date,  from  the  operation  of  the 
usury  law8.(()  [Platt,  B.,  addressing  himself  to  Unthanky  observed 
that  the  word  "  thereof"  threw  a  considerable  degree  of  difficulty  in  his 
way,  seeing  that  the  judges  composing  that  court  could  not  be  said  to  be 
"judges  of  the  court  of  error."  Wightman,  J.  These  proceedings  may 
go  on  in  vacation.  Whatever  courts  have  jurisdiction  over  them,  the 
judges  of  those  courts  respectively  have  the  same  power.]  The  48th 
section  of  the  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  109, — ^which  is  a  re-enactment  of  the  11 
k  12  Vict.  c.  94,  s.  43, — enacts  "  that  every  of  Her  Majesty's  courts  of 
common  law,  and  all  other  courts,  judges,  officers,  and  others,  shall  take 
cognisance  of  all  and  every  the  writs  and  proceedings  so  brought  before 
them  as  aforesaid,  and  give  effect  thereto,  in  such  manner  as  may  be 
requisite."  If  the  statute  is  not  held  to  be  limited  to  the  three  superior 
courts,  as  above  suggested,  this  clause  might  be  contended  to  give  juris- 
diction to  every  inferior  judge  in  the  kingdom.  The  language  of  the 
2dth  and  32d  sections  also  confirms  this  interpretation  of  the  39th 
section. 

Parke,  B.  The  only  question  now  remaining  for  our  decision,  arises 
on  the  construction  of  the  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  109  ;  for,  we  have  already 
sufficiently  intimated  our  opinion,  that,  irrespectively  of  that  statute,  this 
itioafn  <^o^ft  has  no  jurisdiction  to  quash  a  writ  of  error,  on  the  ground 
*of  its  having  been  issued  in  breach  of  good  faith :  its  power  in 
this  respect  is  limited  to  cases  where  some  defect  is  apparent  on  the  face 
of  the  writ,  or  where  the  record  brought  up  is  inconsistent  with  it.  The 
courts  below  seem,  upon  some  occasions,  to  have  assumed  the  power  to 
quash  the  writ  of  error ;  but  probably  they  ought  to  have  done  no  more 
than  vacate  the  allowance  of  the  writ  of  error,  or  permit  execution  to 
issue  notwithstanding  such  allowance.     But,  to  quash  the  writ,  on  a 

(a)  Quare,  of  the  Coart  of  Common  Pleu  t  See  The  King  v.  Almoo,  Wilmot's  Kotes,  243. 
(6)  Vide  Vallance  v.  Siddel,  6  Ad.  A  E.  932,  2  K.  A  P.  78. 
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gronnd  sach  as  that  disdoeed  here,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  conrt  of  Chan- 
cery, from  which  the  writ  issued,  was  the  proper  jurisdiction. 

The  question,  then,  is,  whether  any  jurisdiction  is  given  to  this  court 
by  the  recent  statute*  That  depends  mainly  upon  the  89th  section, 
which  enacts,  ^^  that,  in  eyery  action,  suit,  and  proceeding  now  pending, 
or  which  at  any  time  hereafter  shall  be  commenced  or  pending  in  the 
said  Court  of  Chancery,  on  the  common  law  side  thereof,  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  the  superior  courts  of  common  law^  and  the  judges  thereof  respect- 
ively^ and  they  are  hereby  respectively  required,  to  hear  and  determine 
all  such  matters  or  applications  arising  in  or  incident  to  any  such  action, 
suit,  or  proceeding  as  aforesaid,  as  before  the  passing  of  this  act  might 
have  been  heard  and  determined  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  or  either  of  them,  and  also  to  transact,  do,  and  perform  all 
such  business,  matters,  and  things,  in,  about,  touching,  or  concerning 
any  action,  suit,  or  proceeding  on  the  common  law  side  of  the  said  Court 
of  Chancery,  as  by  virtue  of  any  orders  or  regulations  for  the  time  being 
in  force  by  virtue  of  this  act,(a)  may  be  transacted,  done,  or  performed 
by  such  judge ;  subject,  ^nevertheless,  and  according  to  the  pro-  rMctq 
visions  of  this  act,  and  the  laws,  rules,  and  regulations  for  the  ^ 
time  being  in  force  for  the  regulation  of  the  said  court,  and  the  practice 
and  proceedings  thereof."  If  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
is  taken  away  by  this  act, — as  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  and  Mr.  Baron 
BoLFE  seem  to  have  thought, — the  legislature  must  have  intended  to 
confer  an  equally  facile  and  efficient  jurisdiction  elsewhere :  and  that 
affords  a  strong  argument  that  the  old  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery must  have  been  intended  to  be  transferred  to  those  superior  courts 
of  common  law,  which,  by  themselves,  or  by  the  respective  judges  thereof, 
are  accessible  in  vacation  as  well  as  in  term  time, — ^to  the  exclusion  of 
the  Exchequer  Chamber. 

We  read  the  39th  section  as  if  the  word  of  reference  ^^  such"  had  been 
found  therein,  as  in  some  of  the  earlier  clauses,  and  as  applying  to  the 
three  superior  courts  before  mentioned,  viz.  the  Queen's  Bench,  Common 
Pleas,  and  Exchequer.  We  think  Mr.  Baron  BoLFB  was  right  in  exer- 
cising the  jurisdiction  as  he  did  in  Baddeley  v.  Denton.  We  cannot 
think,  however,  that  the  legislature  intended  to  limit  it  to  the  court  in 
which  the  proceedings  originate.  K  that  were  so,  it  would  altogether 
exclude  relief  in  many  cases.  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  legisla- 
ture intended  to  confer  the  new  jurisdiction  upon  the  superior  courts  of 
ordinary  judicature. 

The  conclusion  at  which  we  have  unanimously  arrived,  is,  that  the 
jurisdiction  to  quash  the  writ  of  error  on  the  ground  here  presented  to 
us,  may  be  exercised  by  any  one  of  the  three  superior  courts  of  common 
law,  but  not  by  this  court.  If  the  argument  urged  by  Mr.  Unthank  were 
to  prevail,  we  might  be  called  upon  to  set  aside  a  writ  of  prohibition 

(a)  No  rulef  or  rognladoni  Iwto  erer  been  firuned  under  thii  aet 
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^c)n(y^  iss^^g  out  of  the  petty-bag  office,  directed  to  a  county  conrt. 
-■  '''That  seems  to  be  an  additional  reason  for  holding  that  it  is  the 
Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  and  their  respective 
judges,  who  are  to  exercise  the  poirers  which  the  Court  of  Chancery 
might  formerly  have  exercised,  and  possibly  may  still,  in  dealing  with 
matters  of  this  sort. 

The  result  is,  that  the  defendant  in  this  case  must  address  his  applica- 
tion to  a  judge  at  chambers,  who  will,  no  doubt,  give  him  the  relief  which, 
upon  the  affidavits,  we  think  he  is  entitled  to. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 


An  application  was  subsequently  made  to  Mr.  Baron  Parke  at  cham- 
bers, when  his  lordship  made  an  order  that  the  writ  of  error  should  be 
quashed. 

An  attempt  was  afterwards  ineffectually  made  to  get  that  order  made 
a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  costs. 

The  matter  was  ultimately  compromised. 


*271]  *KINNING  v.  BUCHANAN.    June  26. 

The  judge  of  an  inferior  oonrt  of  record  who  has  made  aa  order  nmplieiter  for  the  payment  of 
a  debt  by  instalments,  eannot>  upon  non-payment,  issae  his  warrant  for  the  imprisonment  of 
the  debtor,  without  giWng  him  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  as  to  the  cause  of  such  non- 
payment 

Where,  therefore,  in  trespass  by  A.  against  B.  for  false  imprisonment,  B.  pleaded  that  J.  8.  re- 
covered a  judgment  against  A.,  in  the  sheriff's  court,  London, — that  A.  was  summoned,  and 
appeared  before  the  judge  of  that  court,  who  ordered  the  sum  recovered'  to  be  paid  by  instal- 
ments,— that  the  first  instalment  was  demanded  and  not  paid, — that  the  judge  duly,  by  warrant 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  according  to  8  A  9  Vict  o.  127,  wdered  the  officer  of  the  conrt  to 
take  A.,  and  convey  him  to  prison  for  forty  days, — and  that  B.,  as  the  attorney  of  J.  S.,  de- 
livered the  warrant  to  the  officer,  who  took  A.  Replication,  that,  by  this  order,  it  was  not 
directed  that  A.  should  be  committed,  modo  et/ormd  t — 

Held,  that  the  warrant  issued  did  not  support  the  plea,  which  must  be  taken  to  aver  the  exist- 
ence of  a  leffal  warrant 

Held  also,  that  the  defendant,  having  acknowledged  actual  participation  in  the  act  of  trespass, 
by  pleading  in  confession  and  avoidance,  conld  not  protect  himself,  vpon  thit  iuue,  by  showing 
that  he  had  acted  merely  as  the  attorney  of  J.  S. 

Trespass.  The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defendant,  on  the  27th 
of  April,  1847,  with  force  and  arms,  assaulted  the  plaintiff,  and  then 
seized,  &c.,  and  also  then  imprisoned  the  plaintiff,  and  kept  and  detained 
him  in  prison  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  thirty-nine  days  then  following, 
contrary  to  law ;  and  that  thereby  the  plaintiff  not  only  suffered  great 
anguish  and  pain  of  mind,  and  was  prevented  from  attending  to  his 
lawful  affairs,  but  was  also  thereby  then  greatly  exposed  and  injured  in 
his  credit,  reputation,  and  circumstances,  and  was  necessarfly  subjected 
and  put  to  divers  expenses,  amounting,  to  wit,  to  40Z.,  in  and  about 
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endeayouring  to  obtam,  and  in  obtaining,  his  liberation  from  the  said 
imprisonment,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — first,  not  guilty;    whereupon  issue  was 
joined. 

Secondly,  that,  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  of 
October,  1846,  William  Townlej  levied  his  certain  plaint  against  the 
now  plaintiff,  in  the  *court  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  before  Thomas 
Challis,  Esq.,  then  being  one  of  the  sheriffs  of  the  city  of  London,  ^ 
in  his  compter,  situate  in  the  parish  of  St.  Giles-without-Cripplegate,  in 
the  ward  of  Gripplegate-without,  in  the  same  city,  and  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  same  court,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  for  a 
cause  of  action  personal  arising  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court ; 
that  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had,  that,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  5th  of  December,  1846,  at  the  said  court  then  held  before  the  said 
sheriff,  at  the  Guildhall  of  the  said  city  of  London,  and  within  the  said 
city,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  the  said  William 
Townley,  by  the  consideration  and  judgment  of  the  said  court,  recovered 
against  the  now  plaintiff,  as  well  a  certain  debt  of  192.  19^.,  as  also  8L 
12s.  6d.  for  his  costs  of  suit,  as  by  the  record  and  proceedings  thereof, 
still  remaining  in  the  said  C(]pt,  appears ;  that  afterwards,  and  after  the 
passing  of  an  act  of  parliament  passed  in  the  ninth  year  of  the  reign  of 
our  lady  the  now  Queen,  intituled  ^  An  act  for  the  better  securing  the 
payment  of  small  debts,'  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on 
the  5th  of  December,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  the  (now)  plaintiff  then 
being  indebted  to  the  said  William  Townley  in  a  sum  not  exceeding  207., 
besides  costs  of  suit,  by  force  of  the  said  judgment,  to  wit,  the  sum 
of  19L  19«.,  the  said  William  Townley  made  application,  by  petition 
and  note  in  writing  according  to  the  form  in  schedule  B.  to  the  said 
act  of  parliament  annexed,  to  the  said  court, — the  same  being  an  inferior 
court  of  record  for  the  recovery  of  debts  in  and  for  the  city  of  London, 
and  then  being  held  at  the  Guildhall  aforesaid,  in  the  said  city,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  and  the  plaintiff  then  residing 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  to  wit,  within  the  city  of 
London,  and  the  said  court  then  having  a  judge  who  was  a  bar- 
rister-at-law,  that  is  to  say,  Edward  Bullock,  Esquire,  *bar-  ^^070 
rister-at-law,  then  being  the  judge  of  the  said  court, — ^by  which  ^ 
petition  and  note  in  writing  the  said  William  Townley  requested  the 
said  court  to  summon  the  plaintiff  to  answer  touching  the  debt  due 
to  the  said  William  Townley  by  the  judgment  of  the  said  court  on  his 
the  said  William  Townley's  behalf;  that  thereupon  the  said  court,  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  7th  of  December,  1846,  upon  the  said  application 
of  the  said  William  Townley,  granted  to  the  said  William  Townley  a 
summons  according  to  the  form  in  schedule  A.  unto  the  said  act  of  par- 
liament annexed,  by  which  summons  the  (now)  plaintiff  was  required  to 
appear  at  the  sheriff's  court,  London, — 'being  the  said  court, — ^to  be 
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holden  at  the  Guildhall,  of  the  citj  of  London,  in  the  said  city,  on  Satur- 
day, the  12th  of  December,  1846,  at  a  quarter  to  ten  of  the  clock  in  the 
forenoon  of  the  same  day,  precisely,  to  answer  such  questions  as  might 
be  put  to  him  touching  the  not  having  paid  to  the  said  William  Townley 
the  sum  of  28L  11«.  6c?.,  being  the  amount  of  the  said  debt  and  costs 
recovered  by  the  said  judgment ;  that  the  said  William  Townley  then 
obtained  the  said  summons  from  the  said  court ;  that  the  (now)  plaintiff 
was,  afterwards,  and  before  the  return  of  the  said  summons,  to  wit,  on 
the  said  7th  of  December,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  and  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  said  Court,  to  wit,  at  London,  duly  served  with  the  said 
summons,  and  summoned  thereby ;  that  thereupon,  afterwards,  and  before 
the  said  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  12th  of  December,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  at  the  time  and  place  appointed  by  the  said  summons, — such 
place  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court, — the  (now)  plaintiff 
appeared  before  the  said  court,  the  same  court  being  then  and  there 
holden  before  the  said  Edward  Bullock,  then  being  the  judge  of  the  said 
court,  and  a  barrister-at-law  as  aforesaid,  in  obedience  to  the  said  sum- 

*2741  ™^^^ '  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  '*' William  Townley  also  then  and  there  appeared 
-^  before  the  said  court  so  holden  as  aforesaid ;  that  the  (now)  plaintiff 
was  then  and  there  duly  examined  by  and  befiDre  the  said  court,  so  holden 
as  aforesaid,  as  required  by  the  statute  in  such  case  made ;  and  the  said 
court  so  holden  as  aforesaid,  upon  hearing  the  (now)  plaintiff  and  the 
said  William  Townley,  and  it  appearing  to  the  said  court  that  the  (now) 
plaintiff  had  the  means  of  paying  the  said  debt  and  costs  by  the  instal- 
ments hereinafter  mentioned,  did,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made,  order  that  the  (now)  plaintiff  should  pay  the  said  debt  and 
costs  to  the  said  William  Townley,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say, 
the  sum  of  2?.,  part  thereof,  on  the  12th  of  January  then  next,  and 
the  residue  thereof  by  instalments  of  21.  on  the  12th  of  every  subsequent 
month,  until  the  debt  and  costs  aforesaid  should  be  fully  paid, — of 
which  order  the  (now)  plaintiff  then  and  there  had  notice,  and  was  then 
and  there  duly  served  with  a  copy  thereof,  and  the  original  order  was 
at  the  same  time  shown  to  him ;  that  the  (now)  plaintiff  did  not  pay  the  said 
instalments  at  such  times  as  the  said  court  ordered,  but  afterwards,  and 
before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  12th  of  January,  1847, 
the  (now)  plaintiff  made  default  in  the  payment  of  the  said  instal- 
ment of  22.  which  then  became  due  and  payable,  although  payment 
of  the  same  was  then  demanded  of  him ;  that,  afterwards,  and  before 
the  said  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  of  February,  1847,  the 
said  instalment  then  remaining  wholly  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  it  was  duly 
made  to  appear,  and  was  proved,  and  did  then  and  there  duly  appear,  to 
the  said  court,  so  being  holden  as  last  aforesaid,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
had  notice  of  the  said  order,  and  that  he  had  been  served  with  a  copy 
thereof,  and  the  original  shown  to  him,  and  that  he  had  not  paid  the  said 
instalment,  and  that  the  same  had  been  duly  demanded  of  him,  and  was 
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*iii  arrear  and  unpaid;  thai  thereupon,  the  said  court,  so  holden  r^co^e 
aa  afoyesald,  before  the  said  BiyvTABD  Bullock,  so  being  such  '- 
jttd^  of  the  said  court,  and  such  barrister-at-law  as  aforesaid,  before  the 
said  tine  when,  ftc,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  i^oresaid,  at  Lon- 
don aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  dulj,  and 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute^  ordered  that  the  plaintiff  should  be 
committed  for  forty  days  to  Her  Majesty's  debtors'  {Hrison  for  London 
and  Middlea^,  in  the  oi^  of  London,  being  the  common  gaol  wherein 
debtors  under  judgment  and  in  execution  of  the  superior  courts  of  justice, 
might  be,  md  wwe  usoally,  confined  within  the  city  of  London,  being 
the  city  in  which  the  plaintiff  waa  then  resident ;  that  thereupon,  the 
said  Ebward  Bullock,  so  being,  and  as,  such  judge  of  the  said  court, 
aikd  barrister-at4aW)  at  the  re<{uest  of  the  defendant,  then  being  the 
attorney  of  and  for  the  said  William  TowiJey,  and  as  such  attorney,  and 
acting  upon  the  retainer  and  at  the  request  of  the  said  William  Townley, 
duly,  and  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made,  then 
aod  there  made  his  warrant  in  writing  under  his-  hand  and  seal,  directed 
to  Lloyd  Simpson,  one  of  the  serjeantSHit-mace  of  the  said  court,  and  to 
lliomas  Burden,  keeper  of  the  said  debtees'  prifon,  or  his  deputy  there, 
whereby,  after  reciting  that  the  (now)  plaintiff,  therein  described  as 
Thomas  Einning,  of,  &c.,  on  the  7th  of  December  then  last,  being 
indebted  to  the  said  William  Townley,  of,  &c.,  in  a  sum  not  exceeding 
20/.,  besides  costs  of  smt,  that  is  to  say,  in  the  sum  of  192.  19«.,  besides 
SI.  lig.  64.  coats  of  suit,  by  force  of  the  judgment  thereiniiJter  men- 
tioned, and  then  being  at  Fleet  Lane,  in  the  city  aforesaid,  and  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  had  been  duly  summoned  to  appear  on 
the  12th  of  December  last  at  the  said  court,  to  answer  such  questions  as 
might  be  put  to  him  touchmg  the  not  haying  paU  to  the  said  William 
*Townley  the  sum  of  money  recovered  in  a  certain  judgment  of  r*075 
the  said  court,  on  the  5th  of  December,  1846  (meaning  the  afore-  *- 
said  judgment),  and  the  (now)  plaintiff  havmg  appeared  before  the  said 
judge  at  the  time  and  place  therein  mentioned,  and  it  thereupon  then 
and  there  appearing  to  the  said  judge,  by  the  admission  of  the  (now) 
plaintiff,  that  the  (now)  plaintiff  had  the  means  of  paying  the  said  debt 
and  costs  aforesaid  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  said  judge  did 
then  and  there  order  that  the  (now)  plaintiff  should  pay  the  said  debt 
and  costs  aforesaid  to  the  said  William  Townley,  in  manner  following, 
that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of  2L  on  the  12th  of  January  then  next,  and  the 
residue  thereof  by  instalments  of  21,  on  the  12th  of  every  succeeding 
month,  until  the  said  debt  and  costs  were  fully  paid,  and  that  it  had^  on 
the  day  of  making  the  said  warrant,  at  the  said  court,  been  duly  proved 
before  the  said  judge  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  paid  2/.,  the  amount  of 
the  first  instalment,  as  directed  by  the  said  order,  although  the  time  for 
payment  thereof  had  elapsed,  and  the  same  had  been  duly  demanded  of 
the  (now)  plaintiff,  and  the  (now)  plaintiff  had  been  personally /lerved  with  a 
VOL.  vni. — ^23 
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copy  of  the  Baid  order,  and  the  Baid  original  order  was  at  the  Bame  time 
shown  to  him,  but  that  21,^  being  the  amount  of  the  said  first  instalment,  was 
still  due  and  owing  and  unpaid  to  the  said  William  Townlejr,  contrary  to 
the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  order,?— the  said  judge,  therefore,  by  the  said 
warrant,  willed,  required,  and  authoriaed  the  said  Uoyd  Simpson,  imme- 
diately upon  the  receipt  of  the  said  warrant,  or  as  soon  after  as  might 
be,  to  take  into  his  custody  the  body  of  the  (now)  plaintiff,  and  him 
safely  to  convey  to  Her  Majesty's  debtors'  prison  for  London  and  Mid- 
dlesex, in  the  city  of  London,  being  the  common  gaol  wherein  the 
debtors  under  judgment  and  in  execution  of  superior  courts  of  justice 
might  be  confined  within  the  city  x>f  London,  being  the  city  in  which  the 
"^2771  (^^^)  '''pl&u^tiff,  had  been  resident,  and  there  to  deliyer  him  to 

^  the  said  keeper  of  the  said  prison,  who  was  thereby  required  and 
authoriced  to  receiye  the  (now)  plaintiff  into  his  custody,  and  him  safely 
to  keep  and  detain  in  the  said  prison,  for  the  space  of  forty  days  from 
the  time  of  his  arrest  under  the  said  warrant,  or  until  he  should  be  dis- 
charged out  of  custody  by  leaye  of  the  said  judge,  and  that,  for  so  doing, 
the  said  warrant  should  be  their  sufficient  warrant, — ^as  by  the  said  war- 
rant appears ;  that  the  defendant  so  being,  and  as,  such  attorney,  and 
on  the  retainer  and  at  the  r^uest  of  the  said  William  Townley,  then 
deliyered  the  said  warrant  to  the  said  Lloyd  Simpson,  who  then,  and 
from  thence  until  and  at  and  after  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  was  one  of 
the  serjeants-at-mace  of  the  said  court,  to  be  executed  in  due  form  of 
law,  and  then  requested  him  to  execute  the  said  warrant  in  due  form  of 
law ;  and  that,  by  yirtue  of  the  said  wairant,  and  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  so  being  such  attorney,  and  acting  on  the  said  retainer,  and 
at  the  said  request  of  the  said  William  Townley,  the  said  Uoyd  Simpson, 
so  being  and  as  sudi  serjeant-at^mace,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  at 
London  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  took  and 
arrested  the  (inow)  plaintiff  by  his  body,  and  forthwith  conyeyed  him  to 
the  said  debtors*  pnson  for  London  and  Middlesex,  and  deliyered  him  to 
the  said  keeper  of  the  said  prison,  and  the  (now)  plaintiff  was  detained 
in  the  said  prison  under  and  by  yirtue  of  the  said  warrant,  for  the  space 
of  thirty-nine  days  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  the  said  sum  of  2/., 
during  all  that  time,  and  still,  being  wholly  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  and 
^n  the  occasion  and  for  the  purpose  aforesaid  the  plaintiff  was  necessarily 
And  unayoidably  a  little  seized  and  laid  hold  of,  and  pulled  and  dragged 
about,  which  were  the  same  supposed  trespasses  in  the  declaration  men* 
tioned;  verification. 
*VtfC\       *^^  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea,  and  replied  to  the 

-I  aecond,  that  the  said  Edward  Bullock  did  not  order  that  the  (now) 
plaintiff  should  be  committed  for  forty  days  to  her  Majesty's  debtors' 
prison  for  London  and  Middlesex,  in  the  city  of  London,  in  manner  and 
form  as  in  the  second  plea  alleged,-*^whereupon  issue  was  joined* 
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The  cause  was  tried  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Westminster, 
after  Hilary  term,  1848. 

It  was  proved  that  Townley  had  recoyered  a  judgment  against  the 
present .  plaintiff,  in  the  sheriff's  court,  London,  for  19{.  19«.  and  costs, 
and  that,  the  present  defendant,  as  Townley's  attorney,  instituted  the 
proceedings  against  the  plaintiff  upon  that  judgment,  under  the  8  &  9 
Vict.  c.  127. 

In  support  of  the  second  issue,  the  defendant  put  in  a  warrant  of  com- 
mitment signed  by  the  judge  of  the  sheriff's  court,  in  the  terms  recited 
in  the  second  plea. 

For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  insisted  that  this  warrant  was  bad  upon  the 
face  of  it,  for  the  reasons  given  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Ex  parte 
Kinning,  4  Man.  6r.  k  S.  507,  and  therefore  that  the  plea  was  bad, 
for  not  alleging  a  good  warrant  of  commitment ;  or  that,  if  the  plea  was 
to  be  understood  as  alleging  that  the  judge  of  the  inferior  court  had 
made  a  valid  order,  it  was  not  proved,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  second  issue. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted  that  the  issue  taken  on 
the  second  plea  only  made  it  necessary  for  him  to  show,  that,  in  point  of 
fact,  such  an  order  was  made  as  that  described  in  the  plea. 

The  learned  judge  having  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
first  issue,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  second, 

*Pashleyj  in  Easter  term,  1848,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  rinonq 
trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  or  for  judgment  nan  obstante  ^ 
veredicto  on  the  second  issue. 

Bj/leSj  Serjt.,  and  Peaeoehj  in  Easter  term  last,  showed  cause.  A 
second  summons  was  not  necessary  before  an  order  for  the  imprisonment 
of  the  debtor  for  non-payment  of  the  debt  pursuant  to  the  first  order ; 
and,  if  necessary,  the  second  plea  sufficiently  shows  that  a  second  sum- 
mons did  issue :  and,  further,  assuming  a  second  summons  to  have  been 
necessary,  and  not  to  have  issued,  the  order  in  question  being  a  proceed- 
ing of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  acting  inverso  ordine^  the  party 
promoting  it  is  protected. 

1.  The  court  can  hardly  be  expected  to  deviate  from  the  decision  they 
unanimously  came  to  in  Ex  parte  Kinning,  upon  the  same  warrant  of 
commitment :  but  it  may  be  proper  to  call  their  attention  to  some  statu- 
tory provisions  which  were  not,  upon  that  occasion,  adverted  to.  The  1st 
section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  127,  provides,  that  the  debtor  shall  be 
examined  touching  the  manner  and  time  of  contracting  the  debt,  the 
means  or  prospect  of  payment  he  then  had,  the  property,  or  means  of  pay- 
raentj  he  still  hath  or  may  have,  and  the  disposal  he  may  have  made  of 
any  property  since  contracting  the  debt ;  and  it  authorizes  the  court,  or 
commissioner,  to  make  an  order  on  the  debtor  for  payment  of  the  debt 
by  instalments,  or  otherwise:  ^^and,  ^^in  case  such  debtor  shall  not 
attend  as  required  by  the  said  summons,  and  shall  not  allege  a  sufficient 
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ezense  for  not  attending,  or  idiall,  if  attending,  refttse  to  disclose  his  pro- 
perty, or  his  transactions  respecting  the  same,  or  respecting  the  contract- 
ing of  the  debt,  or  shall  not  make  answer  thereof  to  the  satisfaction  of 
*OMf[  ^^^  commissioner  or  conrt,  *or  shall  appear  to  snch  commissioner 
'^  -^  or  conrt  to  have  been  gniltj  of  frand  in  contracting  the  debt,  or 
of  having  wilfollj  contracted  it  without  reasonable  prospect  of  being  able 
to  pay  it,  or  of  having  concealed  or  made  away  with  his  property  in  order 
to  defeat  his  creditors,  or  if  he  appears  to  have  the  means  of  paying  the 
same  by  instalmentSy  or  <ftherwisey  and  shall  not  pay  the  same  at  sueh 
times  as  the  commissioner  or  court  shall  order ^  or  as  the  court  shall  have 
ordered  in  which  the  original  judgment  shaU  have  been  obtained^  or  order 
mdkfe,— then  in  any  of  the  said  cases,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  commis- 
sioner, or  the  judge  of  such  court  to  order  such  debtor  to  be  committed 
for  any  time  not  exceeding  forty  days,"  &c.  The  28d  section  enacts 
*'  that  all  the  enactments  of  the  7  &;  8  Vict.  c.  96,  and  of  the  several  acts 
under  which  the  said  several  courts  [for  the  recovery  of  small  debts]  are  now 
held  or  constituted,  shall  within  their  several  districts  be  deemed  to  apply 
to  every  proceeding  under  this  act,  so  far  as  the  same  are  applicable,  and 
not  repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  this  act."  Now,  by  the  62d  section 
of  the  statute  so  incorporated  in  that  at  present  under  consideration,  it  is 
enacted,  ''  that,  if  it  shall  at  any  time  appear,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
judge  of  any  such  court,  by  the  oath  or  aflSrmation  of  any  person,  or 
otherwise,  that  any  defendant  is  unable,  from  sickness  or  unavoidable 
ilccident,  to  pay  and  discharge  the  debt  or  damages  recovered  against 
him,  or  any  instalment  thereof  ordered  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  judge  in  his  discretion,  to  suspend  or  stay  any  judg- 
ment, order,  or  execution  given,  made,  or  issued  in  such  action,  for  such 
time  as  the  judge  shall  think  fit,  and  so  from  time  to  time,  until  it  shall 
appear,  by  the  like  proof  as  aforesaid,  that  such  temporary  cause  of  dis- 
ability has  ceased."  Reading  these  clauses  together,  it  would  seem, — 
*2811  ^^^  J^^S^  having  already  upon  the  first  occasion  inquired  *into 
the  debtor's  means  of  payment, — that  the  application  for-  indul- 
gence should  come  from  the  debtor  himself.  [Cresswbll,  J.  The  terms 
of  the  section  last  cited  seem  to  import  that  an  execution  has  already 
issued.] 

2.  The  next  question  is,  whether  enough  does  not  appear  on  the  face 
of  the  second  plea,  to  show  that  a  second  summons  did  in  fact  issue.  In 
Adams  v.  Freeman,  Sayer,  81,  2  Wils.  6,  it  is  said  by  Lee,  C.  J.,  that 
^'  It  was  heretofore  necessary  for  the  plaintifi*  in  an  action  in  the  inferior 
court,  who  would  justify  an  imprisonment  under  a  capias  awarded  by 
that  court,  to  set  out  in  his  plea  of  justification  all  the  proceedings  ante- 
rior to  the  awarding  of  the  capias :  but  it  was  never  necessary  for  the 
ofiicer  by  whom  the  arrest  was  made,  to  do  this.  It  has,  however,  for 
some  years  past  been  holden  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  in 
the  inferior  court,  to  allege  in  such  plea  that  a  plidnt  was  levied  and 
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process  pntyed  in  the  inferior  conrt,  and  tliat  tuperinde  taliter  probe$$um 
fuUy  that  a  capias  was  awarded,  without  setting  ont  all  the  proceedings 
between  the  levying  of  the  plaint  and  the  awarding  of  the  eapias/*  And 
in  Titley  v.  Foxall,  Willes,  688,  Willbs,  C.  J.,  says ;  "  We  held,  in 
Moraria  v.  Sloper,  Com.  Rep.  574,  Willes,  SO,  that  taliter  processtim  e«t 
would  be  sufficient,  if  it  did  not  appear  (as  it  did  in  that  case)  that  there 
could  not  have  been  a  precedent  summons ;  and  we  founded  our  opinion  on 
the  case  of  Patrick  v,  Johnson,  8  Levins,  408,  and  on  several  other  cases 
there  cited.  It  was  said,  in  that  case,  that  it  was  resolved  by  the  whole 
court,  that  taliter  proeeeeum  eet  was  sufficient,  though  it  had  been  for- 
merly held  otherwise,  and  that  it  had  been  so  resolved  by  Halb,  C.  J., 
and  the  court  of  B.  R.,  H.  *24  k  26  Oar.  2.**  Adams  v.  Free-  ^.^^^^ 
man,  Sayer,  81,  2  Wils.  6,  is  to  the  same  effect.  [Wilbb,  C.  J.,  '■ 
If  the  issuing  of  a  second  summons  is  necessary,  and*is  stated,  and  not 
proved,  how  does  that  affect  the  question  whether  or  not  there  should  be 
a  new  trial  ?  Gresswell,  J.  If  stated,  and  not  traversed,  it  is  ad^ 
mitted.] 

8.  Then,  this  being  a  proceecKng  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  party  (and  dfcrtiwri  the  attorney,  who  merely  does  his  duty)  is  pro- 
tected. In  The  Case  of  the  Marshalsea,  10  Go.  Rep.  76  a,  2d  resolution, 
it  was  resolved,  that,  where  a  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  and 
proceeds  inverso  ardiney  or  erroneously,  no  action  lies  against  the  party 
who  sues,  or  the  officer  or  minister  of  the  court  who  executes  the  precept 
or  process  of  the  court ;  but,  when  the  court  has  not  jurisdiction  of  the 
cause,  the  whole  proceeding  is  earam  non  Judieej  and  actions  will  lie 
against  them,  without  any  regard  of  the  precept  or  process.  Gwinne  v. 
Poole,  2  Lutw.  935,  is  to  the  same  effect.  In  Webb  v,  Batchelour,  1 
Vent.  273,  in  trespass  for  taking  cows,  upon  not  guilty,  a  special  verdict 
was  found,  that  an  act  for  repairing  the  highways  appointed  that  such 
persons  as  keep  carts  and  horses,  &C.,  should  send  them  at  certain  times 
to  assist  in  the  repairing  of  the  ways,  not  having  a  reasonable  excuse, 
and  that  warning  was  given  to  the  parishioners  of  the  parish  whereof 
the  plaintiff  was  parson,  to  send  in  their  carts,  and  that,  the  plaintiff 
omitting  to  do  it,  a  justice  of  peace  made  a  warrant  to  the  defendant  to 
distrain  him,  according  to  the  authority  given  by  the  act,  &c.  On  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended  ^Hhat  the  justice  of  the  peace  ought  to 
have  caused  the  plaintiff  to  appear  before  him,  to  have  seen  whether  r^noo 
he  had  an  '''excuse,  before  he  could  have  made  his  warrant ;  and  "- 
that,  though  the  officer  that  executes  the  process  of  a  court  of  record  be 
indemnified  where  the  proceeding  is  erroneous,  yet  'tis  not  so  where  the 
proceeding  is  not  of  record,  as  10  Go.,  in  the  case  of  the  Marshalsea ; 
Kichols  V.  Walker,  Gro.  Gar.  894,  where  a  warrant  was  made  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  to  distrain  for  a  poor-rate ;  trespass  was  maintained  against 
the  officer  that  executed  the  warrant,  because  the  plaintiff  was  not 
chargeable  as  an  inhabitant  of  the  parish  for  whose  poor  the  rate  was 
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made.'*  But  the  court  said:  ^^the  officer  that  executes  the  warrant 
(though  unduly  made,  for  the  cause  alleged),  is  not  answerable ;  for  he  is 
not  to  judge,  but  to  execute  the  matter,  it  being  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  justice  of  the  peace :  and  'tis  not  like  the  case  in  3  Gro.  394 ;  for, 
there,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  one  parish  distrained  in 
another  parish,  which  was  out  of  the  limits  of  their  authority."  In 
Painter  v.  The  Liverpool  Oil-Gas  Company,  3  Ad.  &  E.  433,  6  N.  &  M. 
736,  by  a  statute  establishing  a  gas-light  company,  it  was  enacted,  that, 
if  any  person  should  refuse  or  neglect,  for  ten  days  after  demand,  to 
pay  any  rent  due  from  him  to  the  company  for  the  supply  of  gas,  such 
rent  should  be  recoyered  by  the  company,  or  their  clerk,  by  warrant  of 
any  justice  of  peace  for  the  town,  &c.,  and  it  should  be  lawftd  for  the 
company,  or  their  clerk,  or  any  person  acting  under  their  authoi^ity,  with 
such  warrant,  to  levy  the  sum  so  due,  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods 
of  the  party  so  neglecting  or  refusing  to  pay,  &c.  It  was  held,  that  a 
warrant  so  issued  by  a  justice,  without  previously  summoning  and  hearing 
the  party  to  be  distrained  upon,  was  illegal,  though  a  summons  and 
"^2841  ^^^^^S  ^^^^  ^^^  ^  terms  required  by  the  act ;  and  *that  such  war- 
rant afforded  no  justification  to  the  eampanyj  in  trover  for  seizing 
the  plaintiff's  goods  under  it,  although  it  toauld  have  protected  the  clerk 
or  officer.  ^'  A  warrant,"  says  Lord  Dbkman,  '^is  a  justification  to  offi- 
cers, because  they  are  not  to  convass  the  legality  of  the  process  they 
have  to  execute.  Acts  of  parliament  have  been  passed  for  their  pro- 
tection, founded  on  that  principle ;  and  it  is  a  just  one ;  for,  it  would  be 
absurd  that  an  officer  charged  with  the  execution  of  a  warrant,  should 
have  to  pause  and  consider  whether  it  was  regularly  issued  or  not.  But 
here,  the  parties  relying  on  the  warrant  are  not  officers ;  it  is  not  even 
the  clerk  of  the  company  who  justifies,  but  the  company  themselves,  who 
allege  that  their  clerk,  acting  under  their  authority,  and  by  their  com- 
mand, took  the  goods  by  virtue  of  the  warrant.  The  case,  therefore,  is 
like  those  where  the  question  has  been,  not  whether  an  officer  was  justified, 
but  the  parties  who  set  him  in  motion.  The  decision  in  Webb  v.  Batche- 
lour  limits  itself  to  the  principle  that  an  officer  is  not  liable  for  executing 
an  irrregular  warrant ;  a  doctrine  also  laid  down  by  Powell,  B.,  in 
Owinne  v.  Poole.  Those  cases  would  have  resembled  the  present,  if  the 
defendants  had  been  parties  intervening  between  the  magistrate  and  the 
officer,  and  justifying  themselves  for  employing  the  officer  to  act  under  the 
warrant."  Here,  the  defendant,  as  attorney,  had  a  duty  to  perform 
towards  the  party  who  employed  him.  Notwithstanding  the  strictures 
upon  it  in  Green  v.  Elgie,  5  Q.  B.  99,  1  Dav.  &  Meriv.  199,  the  case  of 
Sedley  v.  Sutherland,  3  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  202,  is  a  distinct  authority  to 
show  that  the  attorney  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  court,  where 
he  has  not  exceeded  his  duty.  In  Cooper  v.  Harding,  7  Q.  B.  928,  it 
*9A^1  ^^  ^^^^}  that,  if  attorneys  '''conducting  the  business  of  tkjiat  in 
-I  bankruptcy,  take  out  a  summons  to  attend  before  a  commissioner 
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nnder  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  s.  83,  which  is  disobeyed,  and  they  afterwards 
obtain  a  warrant  of  the  commissioner  to  arrest  and  bring  before  him  for 
examination  the  party  so  summoned,  and  the  warrant  proves  invalid,  the 
attorneys  are  not  liable  in  trespass,  if  they  have  taken  no  steps  in  the 
execution  of  the  warrant,  except  ordering  it  to  be  prepared  by  an  agent, 
who  when  it  was  ready,  gave  the  messenger  notice  to  take  it :  and  this 
although  the  attorneys,  in  applying  for  the  warrant,  used  urgency,  and, 
being  told  by  the  commissioner  that  they  must  take  it  at  their  peril,  said 
they  woxild  do  so.  All  that  the  defendant  in  this  case  did,  was  in 
accordance  with  what  was  done  in  Cooper  v,  Harding.  In  Barker  v. 
Braham,  8  Wills.  868,  2  Sir  W.  Blac.  866,— which  will  probably  be 
relied  on  for  the  plaintiff, — ^the  attorney  was  held  liable,  because  he 
personally  delivered  the  ea.  sa.  to  the  bailiff,  with  instructions  to  execute 
it  immediately.  [V.  Williams,  J.  Your  special  plea  admits  that  the 
defendant  here  took  an  active  part  in  the  trespass,  and  seeks  to  justify 
it.  Grbbswbll,  J.  If  the  defendant  did  not  order  the  plaintiff  to  be 
taken,  it  is  an  answer  under  not  guilty :  if  he  did,  then  he  by  his  second 
plea  justifies  under  a  valid  order.  He  must,  therefore,  to  make  out  his 
justification,  show  that  the  judge  had  power  to  make  the  order  which  he 
did  make.]  At  most,  that  only  makes  the  second  plea  an  informal  plea 
of  not  guilty.  [Gresswell,  J.  You  can  hardly  rely  on  this  as  a  special 
plea  of  not  guilty.]  The  plea  shows  that  what  was  done  was  primd 
facte  lawful.  [Cresswell,  J.  You  admit  that  you  ordered  the  plaintiff 
to  be  taken,  and  you  show  that  which  does  not  amount  to  a  valid  order. 
Wilde,  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the  delivery  of  the  warrant 
*to  the  serjeant-at-mace  amounted  to  an  order  to  arrest  the  plain-  r^og^ 
tiff,  so  as  to  make  the  attorney  who  did  it  liable  to  an  action. 
It  must  be  remembered  that  the  warrant  has  been  thought  a  valid  one 
by  two  very  learned  judges,  (a)  But  it  is  pleaded  in  bar  to  the  whole 
action, — byway  of  confession  and  avoidance.]  In  Lowe  v.  Tutte,  Willes, 
14,  to  trespass,  assault,  and  false  imprisonment,  the  three  defendants 
pleaded  a  joint  plea  of  justification  under  process,  in  which  one  of  them 
said  that  he,  as  attorney  for  the  party  suing  out  the  process,  delivered 
the  warrant  to  the  other  two  defendants  (to  whom  it  was  directed)  to  be 
executed  in  due  form  of  law ;  and  the  two  others,  that  they  executed  it ; 
and  it  was  held  a  good  plea. 

PashUy  and  Henniker^  in  support  of  the  rule,  submitted, — that  there 
is  a  distinction  between  process  of  superior  and  inferior  courts ;  in  the 
former,  omnia pr«%umuifUurriti  esse  acta;  in  the  latter,  the  rule  de  non 
apparentibue  et  7ion  exuientibu9  eadem  eH  ratioy  applies.  This  principle 
is  distinctly  laid  down  in  the  judgment  in  Grossett  v,  Howard,  10  Q.  B. 
411,  454 :  "  Many  of  the  writs  issued  by  superior  courts  do,  upon  the 
face  of  them,  recite  the  cause  of  their  issuing,  and  show  their  legality ; 
writs  of  execution,  for  instance :  others,  however,  do  not,  and,  though 

(«)  Parbbov,  J.,  wd  BsLi,  J.,  Vide  Kinning^  Bz  parte,  16  Law  Jowb.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  %i7. 
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unquestionably  validy  are  framed  in  a  form  which,  if  they  had  proceeded 
from  magistrates,  or  persons  baying  a  special  jurisdiction  unknown  to 
the  common  law,  would  have  been  clearly  insufficient,  and  rendered 
them  altogether  Yoid."  Nothing  is  to  be  presumed,  in  the  proceedings 
of  inferior  courts :  Peacock  v.  Bell,  1  Wms.  Saund.  73.  It  is  impossible 
to  establish  any  distinction  between  the  sheriff's  court  in  this  case,  and 
♦0^71  ^^^  ^^  quarter  sessions.  In  *both,  jurisdiction  must  appear 
-1  on  the  face  of  tiie  order*  In  Dempster  v.  Pumell,  8  M.  &  6. 
375,  4  Scott,  N.  B.  80,  Tiki>ai^  C.  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  says  :(a)  *^  I 
take  the  rule  to  be  well  established  by  the  cases  of  Moravia  v.  Sloper, 
Willes,  80,  and  Titley  v.  Foxall,  Willes,  688,  that,  where  it  appears 
upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings  that  the  inferior  court  has  jurisdiction, 
every  intendment  will  be  made  to  support  them :  but,  if  it  do  not  so 
appear,  or,  if  the  point  whether  or  not  the  court  has  jxEri'sdiction  be  left 
in  doubt,  no  such  intendment  will  bo  made."  Here  the  want  of  juxis- 
diction  over  the  proceedings  is  the  same  as  the  want  of  jurisdiction  over 
a  cause  in  an  inferior  court.  The  King  t;.  Hulcott,  6  T.  R.  588,  first 
established  the  principle,  that,  where  an  order  is  in  the  nature  of  an  eze* 
cution,  it  must  set  out  the  proceedings  in  the  same  manner  as  a  convic- 
tion :  and  that  case  has  been  recognised  in  many  subsequent  decisions, — 
The  King  v.  Marquess  of  Downshire,  4  Ad.  &  £.  698,  721,  6  N.  &  M. 
92 ;  Day  v.  King,  6  Ad.  &  E.  359,  6  N.  &  M.  845 ;  The  Queen  v.  Toke, 
8  Ad.  &  E.  227,  8  N.  &;  P.  828.  [V.  Williams,  J.  K  a  statute  requires 
a  summons,  then  an  order  must  set  it  out,  in  the  same  manner  as  a  con- 
viction :  but,  if  the  summons  be  necessary  by  the  common  law,  it  is  not 
requisite  to  set  it  out  in  the  order.  Gresswbll,  J.  It  may  be,  that,  up 
to  the  point  of  showing  jurisdiction,  an  order  must  be  as  specific  as  a 
conviction.  That  distinction  may  reconcile  many  of  the  cases.]  In  orders 
made  under  the  4  Q.  4,  c.  34,  relating  to  masters  and  servants,  it  has 
been  held  that  all  the  evidence  taken  before  the  magistrates  most  be  set 
out:  In  re  Gray,  1  New  Sessions  Cases,  854;  The  Queen  v.  Tordolt,  5 
Q.  B.  933,  1  Dav.  k  Meriv.  693.  The  words  of  timt  statute  are  almost 
identical  with  those  of  the  8  j&  9  Vict.  e.  127.  . 
*9f^9^  *^^  ^  submitted  that  the  warrant  set  out  in  the  second  jdea  was 
J  bad  upon  the  face  of  it,  and  that  its  vdidity  was  well  put  in  issue 
by  the  replication. 

The  following  cases  were  also  cited : — Dresser  v.  Stansfield,  14  M.  k 
W.  822 ;  Gisbome  v.  Hart,  5  M.  &  W.  60 ;  Williams  v.  Germaine,  7  B. 
k  G.  468, 1  M.  &  R.  394,  403;  Dudlow  v.  Watchorn,  16  East,  39; 
Sandon  v.  Proctor,  7  B.  ft  C.  800 ;  Everard  v.  Paterson,  6  Taunt.  625, 
(645),  S'Marsh.  304 ;  Lucas  v.  Nochells,  10  Bingh.  157,  3  M.  &  Scott, 
627 ;  Ransford  v.  Gopeland,  6  Ad.  k  B.  482,  1  N.  4;  P.  671,  W.  W.  k 
D.  268 ;  The  King  t^.  Venables,  1  Stra.  630 ;  The  King  v.  Hawkins, 
Gases  of  Settlement  and  Removal,  96 ;  The  King  v.  Gleg,  1  Stra.  475 ; 

(a)  S  M.  A  a.  886r. 
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3Si6  Queen  v.  Boise,  8  D.  ft  L.  859, 1  Wms.  Saund.  298,  n.  (1) ;  Startup 
V.  MacdoQald,  2  M.  ft  O.  395,  2  Scott,  N.  R.  485 ;  S.  G.  in  error  6  M. 
ft  G.  693,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  269 ;  Clement  v.  Lewis,  7  J.  B.  Moore,  200, 
8  B.  ft  B.  297  ;  Newton  v.  Harland,  1  M.  ft  G.  644, 1  Scott,  N.  R.  474, 
^2,  3 ;  Godrington  v.  Lloyd,  8  Ad.  ft  £.  449, 1  P.  ft  D.  157 ;  Einning, 
W  parte,  16  I^aw  Journ.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  257.  Our,  adv.  vult. 

WiLDB,  G.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court  :(a) 
This  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  false  imprisonment.     The  defendant 
pleaded, — ^first  not  guilty,  and  an  issue  was  joined  thereon  which  the 
jury  found  for  the  plaintifi^  on  evidence  which  confessedly  justified  the 
verdict. 

The  defendant  also  pleaded  a  special  plea  stating  a  judgment  recovered 
against  the  plaintiff  by  one  William  *Townley,  in  an  inferior  court  t-^ooq 
of  record,  viz.  the  sheriffs'  court  of  the  city  of  London,  for  a  debt  ^ 
under  202.,  and  a  subsequent  application,  under  the  statute  8  ft  9  Vict. 
c.  127,  to  that  court,  for  a  summons  against  the  now  plaintiff,  to  answer 
touching  the  debt  due  by  the  judgment.  The  plea  then  alleged,  that  the 
court  granted  the  summons,  requiring  the  appearance  of  the  now  plaintiff 
at  the  court,  that  the  summons  was  duly  served,  and  that  the  now  plain- 
tiff accordingly  appeared,  and  was  examined  before  the  judge  of  the  court, 
who  thereupon  made  an  order  that  the  now  plaintiff  should  pay  the  debt 
and  costs  by  certain  specified  instalments.  The  plea  then  averred,  that 
the  now  plaintiff  made  default  in  the  payment  of  the  first  instalment 
(although  payment  of  it  was  demanded  of  him),  and  that  afterwards  it 
was  duly  made  to  appear,  and  was  proved,  and  did  duly  appear  to  the 
said  court,  that  the  now  plaintiff  had  been  duly  served  with  the  order, 
and  had  not  paid  his  instalment,  though  demanded ;  whereupon  the  said 
judge  duly,  and  according  to  the  form  of  the  9aid  statute,  ordered  that 
the  plaintiff  should  he  committed  for  forty  days  to  the  debtors'  prison  for 
London  and  Middlesex ;  and  thereupon  the  judge  of  the  court,  at  the 
request  of  the  defendant,  then  being  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff^  Town*' 
ley,  and  as  such  attorney,  and  acting  upon  his  retainer  and  at  his  request, 
duly;  and  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  made  his  wa^rrant,  directed 
to  the  serjeant-at-mace  and  the  keeper  of  the  said  prison,  by  which, — 
after  reciting  the  judgment,  and  the  order  for  payment  of  the  aipipunt  by 
instalments,  and  the  default  in  payment  thereof,  ftc.^  fto., — the  judge 
required  the  ^erjeant-at-mace  to  take  the  body  of  the  now  plaintiff,  and 
convey  him  to  the  said  prison,  and  there  to  deliver  him  to  the  keeper,  an4 
required  the  keeper  to  receive  the  now  plaintiff,  and  keep  him  in  priscm 
for  forty  days,  or  until,  ftc. ;  and  that  the  now  defendant,  so  being  the 
^attorney,  and  on  the  retainer,  and  at  the  request  of  the  said  p^oan 
William  Townley,  delivered  the  warrant  to  the  seijeant-atrn^ace,  '- 
and  requested  him  to  execute  it  in  due  form  of  law ;  and  that,  by  virtue 
of  such  warrant,  and  at  the  said  request  of  the  defendant,  the  Serjeant* 

(a)  WiLDBy.O.  J.,  COLTMA.ir)  J.,  CrBBSWVLI,  J.,  ADd  V.  WlLLIAVB^  J. 
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at-mace  took  and  arrested  the  now  plaintiif,  and  conveyed  him  to  the 
prison,  and  deliyered  him  to  the  keeper ;  and  that  he  was  detained  in 
prison  under  the  warrant,  &c. ;  which  were  the  same  supposed  tres- 
passes, &c. 

To  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  the  said  judge  did  not  order 
that  the  said  plaintiff  should  be  committed,  mode  etformdj  concluding  to 
the  country. . 

On  the  trial,  the  defendant,  in  order  to  sustain  this  issue,  produced  an 
order  of  commitment  made  by  the  judge  in  the  sheriffs'  court,  which 
corresponded  with  that  described  in  the  special  plea,  but  which  contained 
no  statement  of  any  previous  summons  of  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why 
he  should  not  be  committed.  And  the  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the 
learned  judge,  found,  on  the  evidence,  for  the  defendant. 

A  rule  was  afterwards  obtained,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  to  show 
cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  for  a  misdirection,  or  judgment 
for  him  non  ohatante  veredicto.  The  ground  of  the  rule  was,  that  the 
order  was  bad,  for  want  of  such  previous  summons,  and  that  either  the 
plea,  in  order  to  make  it  a  good  plea,  must  be  understood  to  allege  that 
the  judge  made  a  valid  order, — ^in  which  case,  the  judge  ought  to  have 
directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,— or  the  plea  was  no  good  bar, 
for  want  of  an  allegation  of  such  previous  summons, — ^in  which  case,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto. 

On  showing  cause,  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that 
the  traverse  did  not  put  in  issue  the  validity  of  the  order,  but  only  the 
question  whether  in  fact  an  order  was  made  as  described  in  the  plea,  and 
*9Qn  **^®*'^f'^'^  *^®  verdict  was  rightly  found  for  the  defendant;  and, 
-J  further,  that  it  was  not  essential  to  the  plea  that  the  order  should 
be  valid,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant  appeared  to  have  merely  done  his 
duty  as  the  attorney  of  one  of  the  litigant  parties,  in  the  execution  of 
the  order  of  a  judge  of  competent  jurisdiction ;  and  that  an  attorney  so 
acting  is  protected,  whether  the  order  be  valid  or  not.  It  is  also  con- 
tended that  the  order  was  good  on  the  face  of  it ;  for,  that  it  was  not 
necessary  that  the  issuing  of  a  summons  should  be  stated. 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  these  arguments  are  not  well  founded.  It 
is  true,  that,  if  an  attorney  does  no  more  than  set  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  in  motion  on  behalf  of  his  client,  he  is  no  trespasser,  not- 
withstanding that  such  court  should,  on  his  motion,  do  an  act  of  trespass 
by  its  officers :  and  that  he  would,  therefore,  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  on 
the  plea  of  not  guilty,  if  an  action  were  brought  against  him  in  respect 
of  such  an  act  of  trespass.  But,  where,  by  a  special  plea  like  the  one  in 
question,  he  admits,  and  undertakes  to  justify,  his  concurrence  in  it,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  he  can  only  make  out  his  justification  by  showing  a 
legal  authority  under  which  he  acted ;  and,  consequently,  that  it  is  essen- 
tial to  the  defence  in  the  present  case,  that  the  order  relied  upon  should 
be  a  v(^d  order.    Accordingly,  we  think  that  the  plea,  when  it  avers 
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that  the  judge  of  the  sheriffs'  court  *^  duly  and  according  to  the  form  of 
the  statute,  ordered  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  committed  for  forty  days," 
ftc,  must  be  understood  to  aver  that  the  judge  made  a  valid  order  to  that 
effect;  and  that  the  replication,  by  denying  that  he  did  order  that  the 
plaintiff  should  be  committed,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.,  raised  an  issue 
i^hich  the  defendant  could  not  support  without  proving  a  valid  order : 
for,  if  this  issue  were  to  be  found  for  him,  it  would  be  inferred, 
♦after  verdict,  that  the  judge,  at  the  trial,  had  construed  the  p^^ono 
plea  in  the  sense  requisite  for  its  validity,  and  that,  consequently,  ^  ^  '' 
such  an  order  had  been  proved :  otherwise,  the  jury  would  not  have  found 
for  the  defendant.(a) 

But,  in  fact,  the  order  produced  at  the  trial  was  in  the  very  terms  of 
the  warrant  which  this  court  has  already  decided, — on  the  occasion  of 
the  plaintiff's  applying  for  his  discharge  under  a  writ  of  haheas  corpuSy 
— to  be  invalid  on  the  face  of  it,  on  the  same  ground  of  objection  as  that 
taken  in  the  present  case  against  the  validity  of  the  order  on  which  the 
warrant  was  founded.  And  it  appears  to  us,  that,  on  the  principle  of 
that  decision,  we  must  consider  the  order  to  be  invalid,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  defendant  failed  to  maintain  the  issue,  and  the  judge  ought  to 
have  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff. 

For  these  reasons,  we  think  that  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute  for  a 
new  trial.  Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

(o)  But  the  Etateznent  of  facts  which  precedes  the  aUegation  that  the  Judge  duly  ordered  the 
eommittal,  would,  according  to  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Ex  parte  Kinning,  4  Man.  Gr.  A  8. 
b07,  appear  to  preclude  the  possibility  of  the  existence  of  a  valid  order  of  imprisonment. 


*HOPWOOD  V.  THORN.    June  25.  •     [*298 

A  declaration  for  slander  and  libel  stated,  by  way  of  inducement,  that  the  plaintiff  was  minister 
of  a  dissenting  congregation  at  T.,  deriving  emoluments  from  his  said  calling ;  that  he  had 
formerly  been  a  draper  at  8.,  in  partnership  with  H.  P.,  his  brother-in-law;  that  the  partner- 
ship had  been  dissolved,  and  that  there  were  certain  accounts  and  money  transactions  between 
the  plaintiff  and  H.  P.  in  relation  thereto;  that  false  and  scandalous  reports  concerning  the 
plaintiff  and  the  said  partnership  accounts  and  transactions  had  been  circulated  among  the 
congregation  at  T.,  and  it  was  proposed  that  one  E.  H.  should  examine  into  the  said  accounts 
and  transactions,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff ;  and  that  a  correspondence  and  discussion  after- 
wards took  place  between  the  defendant  and  one  R.  A.,  relating  to  those  accounts  and  trans- 
actions :  the  first  count  then  proceeded  to  allege  that  the  defendant,  intending  to  iigure  the 
plaintiff  in  his  office  and  character  of  minister  of  the  congregation  at  T.,  and  to  cause  him  to 
be  deprived  of  that  office,  Ac,  in  a  discourse  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  con- 
cerning him  in  his  said  calling  and  ministry,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  partnership,  and 
the  said  accounts  and  money  transactions  with  H.  P.,  spoke  those  words, — ^with  proper  innu- 
endoes,— ''I  do  not  go  by  reports :  I  go  by  a  knowledge  of  facts.  Mr.  H.  (the  plaintiff)  is  a 
rogue ;  and  I  can  prove  him  to  be  so,  by  the  books  at  8.  2fr.  H.  pretends  to  say  he  has  been 
as  good  ar  a  fikther  to  him  (meaning  H.  P.) ;  but,  you  see,  he  has  been  robbing  him.  He  has 
cheated  Mr.  P.  of  20002. :  so  you  see  what  sort  of  a  father  he  has  been  to  him.  I  wlU  so  ex- 
pose Mr.  H.  (the  plaintiff),  that  he  will  not  be  able  to  hold  up  his  head  in  T.  pulpit,  or  any 
otbor.  I  said  to  Mr.  P.,  I  do  not  wish  to  see  the  books,  but  he  desired  me  to  come  in  and  see 
them ;  and  he  told  me  he*  did  not  eare  who  saw  them.   Mr.  H.  (the  plaintiff)  has  ont-genoralled 
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him  in  erery  thing  (meanini^  that  the  pfadnliff  had  token  tn  naiUr  advatatage  of  the  said  H. 
P.,  and  had  oonduoted  himself  in  an  improper  manner  towards  him  in  relation  to  and  in  oon- 
nexion  with  the  said  partnership  and  the  said  accoonts).  Now,  I  do  not  go  hy  what  I  liaTe 
heard ;  but  I  know  it  to  be  trae." 

In  the  second  count,  the  words  charged  were, — "  Ifr.  H.  (the  plaintiff)  iuts  cheated  Mr.  P., 
his  brother4n-law,  of  upwards  of  20002.  Mr.  H.  (meaning  the  said  E.  H.)  has  been  to  S,,  and 
found  all  true  as  I  represented  to.  Mr.  H.  I  wonder  how  any  respectable  person  can 
countenance  such  a  man  by  their  presence.  I  hare  been  advising  some  other  persons  to  go  to 
tiie  Wesleyan  chapel ;  as  they  would  there  hear  plain  honest  men." 

The  fifth  count  charged  the  defendant  with  having  written  and  published,  of  and  concerning  the 
plaintiflTi  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  partnership  transactions  and  accounts  between  the 
plaintiff  and  H.  P.,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  fhlse  and  scandalous  reports, — "It  has  all 
through  been  admitted,  that  Mr.  H.  (the  plaintiff),  in  his  dealings  with  relatives,  kept  dear  of 
the  meshes  of  the  law.  The  charges  brought  against  him  are  not  founded  on  strictly  illegal 
acts,  but  on  overreaching,  Ao.,  Ac,  his  late  partner." 

The  sixth  count  eharged  the  defendant  with  having,  in  answer  to  a  letter  addretoed  to  him  by 
R.  A.  (the  plaintiff's  friend),  containing,  among  other  things,  the  following  passage,  —  ^Toa 
have  even  said  in  T.,  that  A(r.  H.  (the  plaintiff)  has  cheated  his  relations  out  of  20002." — 
written  and  published,  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  cohoeming  the  said  parteer- 
shipf  and  of  and  concerning  (he  said  aocouhto  and  money  transactions  between  the  plaintiff 
and  H.  P.,  and  of  and  concerning  the  words  referred  to  in  the  letter  of  R.  A.,  as  follows : — 
"  I  beg  to  tell  you,  that  you  do  not  understand  the  matters  at  all ;  that  yon  have  been  grossly 
deceived;  and  that  yon  are  advocating  a  case  the  most  disreputoble  that  has  come  within  my 
knowledge  for  many  a  day;  and  this  yon  will  fireely  admit,  when  the  facto  of  it  are  fully  com- 
prehended :  and  this,  my  own  opinion  of  the  matter,  is  held  in  common  with  all  the  gentlemen 
and  ministers  who  have  heard  both  sides  of  the  question," — thereby  meaning  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  and  was  guilty  of  improper  and  unbecoming  oondnet,  and  had  behaved  himself  in 
a  manner  unworthy  a  preacher  and  minister  as  aforesaid. 

The  declaration  then  alleged  for  special  damage,  that  the  pluntiff  had  been  injured  in  his  calling 
sto  a  minister  and  preacher,  and  brought  into  public  scandal,  Ac,  and  that  diven  persons 
iVequenting  the  said  chapel  at  T.,  bad  withdrawn  therefh>m,  and  refused  to  permit  the  plain- 
tiff to  preach  there,  whereby  the  plaintiff  had  been  prevented  from  obtaining  profits,  Ac 

It  appeared  that  the  words  charged  in  the  first  and  second  connte,  were  intended,  and  were 
understood,  to  convey  an  imputotion  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken  advantage  of  his  brother-in- 
law  in  the  course  of  the  partoersbip  transactions  and  acoounts,  though  by  what  precise  means 
did  not  appear;  and  that  the  libels  which  were  the  subject  of  the  fifth  and  sixth  counts  were 
written  by  the  defendant  in  answer  to  a  tetter  from  the  plaintiff's  friend,  R.  A.,  who  had  been 
in  correspondence  with  the  defendant  on  the  subject  of  the  charges  against  the  plaintiff,  with 
the  sanction  and  concurrence  of  the  latter. 

The  only  evidence  of  special  damage,  wAi,  that  of  a  witoess  who  stoted  that  the  plaintiff  had 
told  him  he  was  to  receive  302.  a  year  for  preaching  in  T.  chapel ;  but  there  was  no  evidence 
as  to  the  way  in  which  that  snm  was  to  be  raised,  or  who  were  the  parties  to  pay  it;  neither 
was  there  any  evidenee  that  any  of  the  congregation  had  absented  themselves  from  the  chapel 
in  consequence  of  the  reports,  or  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustoined  any  peenniaiy  damage 
therefrom : — 

Held,  that,  In  the  absence  of  proof  of  special  damage,  the  words  charged  in  the  first  and  seoond 
counts, — not  being  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  In  reference  to  his  dBoe  of  minister, — were  not  the 
subject  of  an  action ;  and  that  tike  letters  dedared  on  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  oonnts  were  in  the 
nature  of  confidential  and  privileged  oommnnioations. 

This  was  an  action  upon  the  ease  for  defamation.    The  declaration 
contained  nine  counts. 

*2d41  ^^^  ^^^  count  stated,  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  *at  the  time 
-^  of  the  committing,  &c.,  was,  and  continued'  to  be,  a  minister  of  a 
certain  sect  of  persons  dissenting  from  the  church  of  England,  to  izit, 
catted  or  known  as  independents,  and  was  from  time  to  time  called 
*2Q^1  ^^P^'^'  ^^^  required  and  employed,  to  preach  to  a  certain  con- 
gregation  of  persons  so  dissenting  as  aforesaid,  at  a  certain  chapel 
situate  and  being,  to  wit,  at  Thatcham,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  for  thai 
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purpose  regalarly  and  in  due  form  of  law  licensed  and  anthomed  by  law, 
and  had  used  and  exercised,  and  at  the  said  times  thereinafter  mentioned, 
and  each  of  them,  did  use  and  exercise,  his  said  calling  of  such  minister 
as  aforesaid,  and  his  said  office  of  such  preacher  as  aforesaid,  with  pro- 
priety and  religious  demeanour  in  all  things  thereto  appertaining,  and 
during  all  the  time  aforesaid  was  deriving  great  gains,  ftc,  from  his  said 
calling,  and,  but  for  the  said  grievances,  would  have  continued  so  to  do ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  until  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances  as 
thereinafter  mentioned,  was  always  reputed,  esteemed,  and  accepted,  by 
and  amongst  the  said  congregation,  and  his  neighbours,  and  other  good 
and  worthy  subjects  of  this  realm  to  whom  he  was  in  anywise  known,  to 
be  a  person  of  piety,  honesty,  good  name,  fame,  and  credit :  That  the 
plaintiff  had  not  ever  been  guilty,  nor,  until  the  time  of  the  committing 
of  the  said  grievances  by  the  defendant  thereinafter  mentioned,  been 
suspected  to  have  been  gidlty,  of  the  offences  and  misconduct  as  therein- 
after stated  to  have  been  charged  upon  and  imputed  to  him  by  the 
defendant :  That,  by  means  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff,  before  the 
committing  of  the  said  grievances  by  the  defendant  as  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, had  deservedly  obtained  the  good  opinion  and  credit  of  the  said 
congregation,  and  of  all  his  neighbours  and  other  good  and  worthy  sub- 
jects, ftc,  and  had  also  thereby  obtained,  and  was  then  duly  and  honestly 
acquiring  great  gains  and  profits  in  his  said  calling  of  minister  and 
preacher  as  aforesaid,  to  the  plaintiff's  comfortable  support  and  main- 
tenance :  That,  long  before  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances  by  the 
defendant  as  ^thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  up  to,  and  until,  a  r^eogg 
certain  day  and  year  preceding  the  committing  of  the  said  griev-  '' 
ances,  to  wit,  the  1st  of  January,  1841,  the  plaintiff  had  carried  on,  in 
partnership  with  Henry  Pinhom,  the  brother-in-law  of  the  plaintiff,  a 
certain  trade  or  business,  to  wit,  the  trade  and  business  of  a  linen-draper, 
in  the  town  of  Southampton,  in  the  county  of  Southampton :  That  after- 
wards, and  before  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances  by  the  defendant 
as  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  June^  1841,  the  said  part- 
nership between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Henry  Pinhom  was  dissolved, 
and  thereupon  divers  accounts  and  money  transactions  relating  to  the 
said  business,  and  the  said  partnership,  and  the  said  dissolution  of  the 
said  partnership,  had  arisen,  existed,  and  taken  place  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  said  Henry  Pinhom:  That  afterwards,  and  before  the 
committing  of  the  said  grievances  by  the  defendant  as  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, certain  false  and  scandalous  reports  concernmg  the  plaintiff, 
and  concerning  the  s&id  partnership  accounts  and  money  transactions, 
had  been  circulated  among  divers  members  of  the  congregation,  to 
wit,  at  Thatcham  aforesaid,  which  said  reports  were  by  the  plaintiff 
supposed  to  have  been  so  circulated  as  aforesaid  by  one  Mrs.  B.,  and 
thereupon,  afterwards,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  it  was  proposed  that  one  Ed- 
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ward  Hnnt  ehould  examine  into  the  Baid  accounts  and  money  transact 
tions  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Henry  Pinhorn,  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff :  That  afterwards,  a  certain  correspondence  and  discnssion 
had  taken  place  between  the  defendant  and  one  Robert  Ainslie,  respect- 
ing, touching,  and  relating  to  the  said  partnership  accounts  and  money 
transactions,  and  respecting,  touching,  and  relating  to  the  said  reports : 
Yet   that   the    defendant,    well   knowing   the   premises,    but   greatly 


* 
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^envying  the  happy  state  and  condition  of  the  plaintiff,  and  con- 


triving, and  wickedly  and  maliciously  intending  to  injure  the  plain- 
tiff in  his  said  good  name,  fame,  and  credit  in  his  said  office  and  character 
of  minister  and  preacher  as  aforesaid,  and  otherwise,  and  to  bring  him 
into  public  scandal,  infamy,  and  disgrace  with  and  amongst  the  said  con- 
gregation and  all  his  neighbours  and  other  good  and  worthy  subjects  of 
this  realm,  and  to  cause  it  to  be  suspected  and  believed  by  that  congre- 
gation and  those  neighbours  and  subjects  that  the  plaintiff  had  been,  and 
was,  guilty  of  the  offences  and  misconduct  thereinafter  stated  to  have 
been  charged  upon  and  imputed  to  him  by  the  defendant,  and  to  induce 
the  said  congregation  to  leave  the  said  chapel,  and  to  cause  the  plaintiff^ 
to  be  deprived  of  the  preachership  of  the  said  chapel  and  congregation, 
to  wit,  at  Thatcham  aforesaid,  and  to  vex,  harass,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  in  his 
said  calling  and  ministry,  and  otherwise,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  14th 
of  March,  1845,  in  a  certain  discourse  which  the  defendant  then  had  of 
and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  him  in  his  said  calling 
and  ministry,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  partnership,  and  the  said 
accounts  and  money  transactions  with  the  said  Henry  Pinhom,  in  the 
presence  and  hearing  of  divers  good  and  worthy  subjects  of  our  lady  the 
Queen,  and  then,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
subjects,  and  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers  members  of  the  said 
congregation,  to  wit,  at  Thatcham  aforesaid,  to  wit,  Sarah  Pinnock  and 
Edmund  Pinnock,  falsely  and  maliciously  spoke  and  published  of  and  con- 
cerning the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  him  in  his  said  ministry  and 
calling,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  partnership,  and  of  and  concern- 
ing the  said  accounts,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  money  transactions 
with  the  said  Henry  Pinhom,  the  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and  defa- 
*2981  ^**^^y  words  *following,  that  is  to  say, — "  I  (meaning  the  defend- 
ant) do  not  go  by  reports ;  I  go  by  a  knowledge  of  facts.  Mr. 
Hopwood  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  is  a  rogue ;  and  I  can  prove  him  to  be 
so,  by  the  books  at  Southampton  (meaning  the  said  books  of  account  of 
the  said  partnership  and  business  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Henry 
Pinhorn).  Mr.  Hopwood  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  pretends  to  say  he  has 
been  as  good  as  a. father  to  him  (meaning  the  said  Henry  Pinhom);  but 
you  see  he  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  has  been  robbing  him  (meaning  the 
said  Henry  Pinhorn).  He  has  cheated  Mr.  Pinhorn  (meaning  the  said 
Henry  Pinhorn)  of  2000Z. :  so  you  can  see  what  sort  of  a  father  he 
(meaning  the  plaintiff)  has  been  to  him  (meaning  the  said  Henry  Pin- 
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horn.)  I  will  so  expose  Mr.  Hopwood  (meaning  the  plaintiff),  that  he 
(meaning  the  plaintiff)  will  not  be  able  to  hold  up  his  head  in  Thatcham 
pulpit  (meaning  the  pulpit  of  the  said  chapel),  nor  any  other.  I  (mean- 
ing the  defendant)  said  to  Mr.  Pinhom  (meaning  the  said  Henry  Pin* 
horn)*  I  did  not  wish  to  see  the  books  (meaning  the  said  last-mentioned 
books) :  but  he  (meaning  the  said  Henry  Pinhom)  desired  me  to  come  in 
and  see  them ;  and  he  told  me  he  did  not  care  who  saw  them.  Mr.  Hop- 
wood  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  has  out-generalled  him*  (meaning  the  said 
Henry  Pinhom)  in  everything  (thereby  meaning  that  the  plaintiff  had 
taken  an  unfair  advantage  of  the  said  Henry  Pinhorn,  and  had  conducted 
himself  in  an  improper  manner  towards  him  in  relation  to,  and  in  con- 
nexion with,  the  said  partnership  and  the  said  accounts).  Now,  I  (mean- 
ing the  defendant)  do  not  go  by  what  I  have  heard ;  but  I  know  it  to  be 
trae  (thereby  meaning  that  he,  the  defendant,  knew  it  to  be  true  that  the 
plaintiff  had  taken  such  unfair  advantage  of  the  said  Henry  Pinhom,  and 
had  so  conducted  himself  in  an  improper  manner  towards  him  in  relation 
to  *and  in  connexion  with  the^  said  partnership  and  the  said  r^cOQo 
accounts.)"  ^ 

In  the  second  count,  the  words  charged  to  have  been  spoken,  were, — 
^^  Mr.  Hopwood  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  has  cheated  Mr.  Pinhom,  his 
brother-in-law  (meaning  the  said  Henry  Pinhorn),  of  upwards  of  2000^. 
Mr.  Hunt  (meaning  the  said  Edward  Hunt)  has  been  to  Southampton, 
and  found  all  true,  as  I  (meaning  the  defendant)  represented :  and  Mr; 
Hunt  (meaning  the  said  Edward  Hunt)  has  washed  his  hands  of  it  (mean- 
ing, the  said  proposed  examination  into  the  said  accounts  and  money 
transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Henry  Pinhom)  altogether. 
I.  (meaning  the  defendant)  wonder  how  any  respectable  person  can  coun- 
tenance such  a  man  (meaning  such  a  man  as  the  plaintiff)  in  their  pres- 
ence. I  (meaning  the  defendant)  have  been  advising  some  other  persons 
to  go  to  the  Wesleyan  chapel  (meaning  a  chapel  other  than  the  said  chapel 
at  Thatcham),  a&  they  (meaning  the  said  other  persons)  would  there 
(meaning,  at  the  said  Westeyan  chapel)  hear  plain  honest  men  (thereby 
meaning  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  dishonest  person,  and  unfit  to  preach  at 
the  said  chapel  at  Thatcham)." 

The  fifth  count  stated  that  the  defendant,  further  contriving  and  intend^- 
ing  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of  August,  1845,  unlaw- 
fully; falsely,  and  maliciously  did  compose  and  publish,  and  cause  and! 
procure  to  be  composed  and  published,  of  and  conceming  the  plaintiff; 
and  of  and  conceming  the  said  partnership  transactions  and  accounts 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Henry  Pinhom^  and'  of  and  concerning 
the  said  false  and  scandalous  reports,  a  certain  false,  scandalous,  malicious,, 
and  defamatory  libel,  contained  in  a  letter  then  written  and  addressed  by 
the  defendant  to  the  said  Robert  Ainslie,  in  which  said  *letterj  p^cOAA 
among  other  things,  were  contained  the  felse,  scandalous,  mali-  ^ 
ciouBy  and  defamatory  matter  of  and  conceming  the  plaintiff,  and*  of  a<Mi 
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ooncerning  the  said  partnership  transactions  and  acooonts,  and  of  Md 
eonceming  the  said  false  and  scandalous  reports,  foUovin^,  that  is  to  say, 
'^  It  has  all  through  heen  admitted  that  Mr.  H.  (meaning  the  plaintiff), 
in  his  dealings  with  relatives  (meaning  the  said  partnership  transactions 
and  accounts),  kept  clear  of  the  meshes  of  the  law.  The  charges  brought 
against  him  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  are  not  founded  on  strictly  illegal 
acts ;  but  on  oyerreaching,  &c.,  &c.,  bis  late  partner  (meaning  the  said 
Henry  Pinhom,  and  thereby  then  meaning  that  the  plaintiff'  had  cheated 
and  defrauded  the  said  Henry  Pinhorn  in  the  said  partnership  transactions 
and  accounts.)" 

The  sixth  count  stated  that  the  defendant,  further  contriving  as  afore- 
said, afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  of  August,  1845,  in  answer  to  a 
certain  letter  which  before  then,  to  wit,  on  the  15th  of  August,  1845, 
had  been  written  and  addressed  by  the  said  Robert  Ainslie  to  the  defend* 
ant^  which  contained,  amongst  other  thbgs,  the  words  following,  that  is 
to  say,  '^  You  (meaning  the  defendant)  have,  my  dear  Sir,  even  said  in 
Thatcham  (meaning  in  Thatcham  aforesaid),  that  Mr.  Hopwood  (meaning 
the  plaintiff)  has  cheated  his  (meaning  the  plaintiff"s)  relatives  out  of 
2000Z.,"  unlawfully,  falsely,  and  maliciously  did  compose  and  publish, 
and  cause  and  procure  to  be  composed  and  published,  of  and  concerning 
the  plaintiff*,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  partnership,  and  of  und 
concerning  the  said  accounts  and  money  transactions  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  said  Henry  Pinhom,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  supposed 
words  in  the  said  letter  of  the  said  Robert  Ainslie,  above  alleged  to  have 
been  spoken  by  the  defendant,  a  certain  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and 
defamatory  libel,  contained  in  a  certain  letter  then  addressed  and  written 
*<lon  *^^  ^^^  defendant  to  the  said  Robert  Ainslie,  wherein  was  con- 
-l  taincd,  amongst  other  things,  the  false,  scandalous,  malicious, 
defamatory,  and  libellous  matter  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff',  and  of 
and  concerning  the  said  partnership,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  ac- 
counts and  mon^y  transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Henry 
Pinhom,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  supposed  words  in  the  said 
letter  of  the  said  Robert  Ainslie,  above  alleged  to  have  been  spoken  by 
the  defendant,  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,  ^'I  (meaning  the  defendant) 
beg,  then,  to  tell  you  (meaning  the  said  RK)bert  Ainslie),  that  you  (mean- 
ing the  said  Robert  Ainslie)  do  not  understctnd  the  matters  at  all ;  that 
you  (meaning  the  said  Robert  Ainslie)  have  been  grossly  deceived ;  and 
that  you  (meaning  the  said  Robert  Ainslie)  are  advocating  a  case  (mean- 
ing the  said  case  of  the  plaintiff)  the  most  disreputable  that  has  come 
within  my  (meaning  the  defendant's)  knowledge  for  many  a  day :  and 
this  you  (meaning  the  said  Robert  Ainslie)  will  freely  admit,  when  the 
facts  of  it  are  fully  comprehended.  And  this,  my  own  (meaning  the 
defendant's)  opinion  of  the.  matter  is  held  in  common  by  all  the  gentlemen 
and  ministers  who  have  heard  both  sides  of  the  question  (thereby  mean- 
ing that  the  plaintiff*  had  be^n  and  was  guilty  of  improper  and  unbecpm- 
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ing  eosdncty  and  had  behaved  himself  in  a  manner  unworthy  a  preacher 
and  minister  as  aforesaid)." 

The  remaining  counts  were  abandoned. 

The  declaration  concluded  with  averring,  that,  by  means  of  the  com- 
mitting, &c.,  the  plaintiff  had  been  and  was  greatly  u]gur6d  in  his  good 
name,  fame,  and  credit,  and  in  his  said  calling  as  a  minister  and  preacher 
as  aforesaid,  and  brought  into  public  scandal,  infamy,  and  disgrace  with 
and  amon^t  the  said  congregation,  to  wit,  at  Thatcham  aforesaid,  and 
with  and  amongst  all  his  ne^hbours  and  other  good  and  worthy  subjects 
of  this  '''realm,  insomuch  that  divers  of  those  neighbours  and  sub-  p^^ono 
jects,  to  whom  the  innocence  and  integrity  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  ^ 
premises  were  unknown,  had,  on  account  of  the  committing,  &c.,  as 
aforesaid,  from  thence  suspected  and  believed,  and  still  did  suspect  and 
believe,  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  and  to  be  a  person  guilty  of  the  offences 
and  misconduct  above  charged  to  have  been  imputed  upon  him,  and  to  be 
a  person  wholly  unfit  and  improper  for  his  said  ministry  and  calling  as 
aforesaid,  and  had  therefore  wholly  refused,  and  still  did  wholly  refuse, 
to  have  any  acquaintance  or  discourse  with  the  plaintiff ;  and  divers  of 
the  said  persons  so  frequenting  the  said  chapel,  to  wit,  at  Thatcham 
aforesaid,  by  reason  of  the  committing  of  the  said  several  grievances  as 
aforesaid,  had  wholly  withdrawn  from  the  said  chapel,  and  had  wholly 
refused  to  suffer  or  permit  the  plaintiff  to  preach  at  the  said  chapel,  as 
he  had  before  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances  been  wont  to  do,  for 
divers  great  gains  and  profits  in  that  behalf,  and  had  withdrawn  from 
the  plaintiff  their  countenance  and  support ;  and  the  plaintiff  had  thereby 
been  prevented  from  obtaining  divers  great  gains,  profits,  and  emolu- 
ments, which,  but  for  the  committing  of  the  said  several  grievances  by 
the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  woidd  thereby  have  accrued  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilde,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London, 
after  Hilary  term,  1847.  The  plaintiff  was  the  minister  of  a  dissenting 
chapel  at  Thatcham,  near  Newbury,  in  Berkshire.  The  defendant  was 
the  pastor  of  an  independent  congregation  at  Winchester.  The  circum- 
stances under  which  the  alleged  slanderous  words  were  spoken,  and  the 
libellous  letters  written,  were  these : — 

The  plaintiff,  prior  to  his  connexion  with  the  congregation  at  Thatcham, 
liad,  in  partnership  with  his  *brother-in-law,  Henry  Pinhom,  p^q/iq 
carried  on  the  business  of  a  linen-draper  at  Southampton.  Shortly  ^ 
after  his  arrival  at  Thatcham,  certain  rumours  prejudicial  to  the  character 
of  the  plaintiff,  with  reference  to  his  transactions  with  Pinhom,  reached 
the  ears  of  the  congregation,  and  at  a  prayer-meeting  of  some  of  its 
members,  on  the  1st  of  November,  1844,  some  remarks  fell  from  a  Mrs. 
B.,  the  wife  of  one  of  the  deacons,  which  induced  the  plaintiff  to  read  a 
paper  from  the  pulpit  of  his  chapel,  after  the  service  on  Sunday,  the 
26th  of  January,  1845,  to  the  following  effect : — 

VOL.  viiL — 25  R 
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^^  I  think  I  may  fairly  presume  that  it  is  well  known  to  most,  if  not  to 
all,  of  you,  that  my  character  has  been  greatly  scandalized  by  the  wife 
of  one  of  the  deacons  of  this  church,  and  that,  too,  with  a  zeal  worthy 
of  a  better  cause.  It  was  my  intention  to  have  passed  it  by,  as  beneath 
my  notice :  and  many  of  you  can  bear  me  witness,  that,  when  you  were 
anxious  to  acquaint  me,  I  would  not  listen  to  what  had  been  said.  But, 
finding  since  that  statements  most  flagitious  have  been  made,  and  widely 
circulated,  I  am,  from  a  sense  of  duty  to  myself,  to  the  office  which  I  sus- 
tain, and  to  the  cause  of  truth,  compelled  to  take  some  direct  /lotice  of 
them;  otherwise,  longer  silence  on  my  part  might  be,  and  probably  would 
be,  construed  into  conscious  guilt.  If  the  scandal  had  been  confined  to  the 
church,  I  should  have  felt  it  my  duty  to  have  brought  the  matter  before 
the  church :  but,  as  the  statements  have  been  made  to  members  of  the 
congregation,  have  been  generally  circulated  through  the  congregation, 
and  even  through  the  village,  so  as  to  have  become  the  talk  of  the  pub- 
lic-house, I  deem  it  advisable  to  speak  in  this  public  manner,  and  to 
demand  of  the  party  having  made  the  statements,  to  substantiate  them  ; 
that  is,  to  prove  them  before  persons  who  shall  be  thought  by  both 
*3041  P^^^^^^  qualified  to  ^investigate  and  to  form  a  sound  judgment, 
*^  that,  if  I  deserve  to  be  branded  as  an  infamous  character,  and  a 
vile  character,  I  may  publicly  receive  the  brand,  and  retire  into  the 
shade.  This  party, — ^the  wife  of  one  of  the  deacons  of  the  church, — 
has  said,  speaking  of  me,  that  ^  he  is  an  infamous  character — ^he  is  a  vile 
character,'  and  much  more  to  the  same  purpose.  I,  therefore,  observe, 
demand  an  invegtigatiorij  that  it  may  not  only  be  shown  that  my  charac- 
ter is  not  vile  or  infamous,  but  that  there  is  no  foundation  at  all  for  the 
assertions.  And  I  defy  the  aforesaid  party  to  prove  any  one  single 
thing  to  blot  my  moral  character  before  men.  If  this  demand  be  not 
met  in  a  fair  and  open  way,  I  shall  ask  of  you  to  certify  that  the  demand 
was  made,  and  refused.  I  beg,  moreover,  to  state  that  I  decline  any 
personal  communication  with  the  aforesaid  party,  or  written  communica- 
tion from  the  party,  but  will  appoint  a  friend,  and  hope  that  the  afore- 
said party  will  appoint  another,  that  the  matter  may  be  thoroughly 
sifted." 

In  consequence  of  this  requisition  of  the  plaintiff,  one  Edward  Hunt 
was  appointed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  on  the  part 
rof  Mrs.  B.,  to  enter  upon  the  investigation.  In  the  course  of  the 
inquiry  to  which  the  defendant  was  thus  invited,  he  had  several  inter- 
views with  Mr.  Henry  Pinhorn,  at  Southampton,  and  a  good  deal  of  cor- 
respondence took  place  between  the  defendant  and  Mr.  Hunt ;  and  if 
was  upon  one  of  these  occasions,  and  with  reference  to  the  partnership 
transactions  and  dealings  between  the  plaintiff  and  Henry  Pinhorn,  that 
the  words  charged  in  the  first  and  second  counts  were  spoken  by  the 
defendant. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  words  were  spoken,  and  also  those 
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under  which  the  letters  which  formed  the  subject  of  the  charges  in  the 
fifth  and  sixth  ^counts  were  written,  are  fully  detailed  in  the  r:(cQAc 
judgment  of  the  court ;  as  also  is  the  evidence  offered  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial  to  prove  special  damage  from  the  speak- 
ing of  the  words. 

A  verdict  having  been  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  first  and  second 
counts,  for  250Z.,  and,  on  the  fifth  and  sixth,  for  1007., 

Talfourd^  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term,  1847,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  issues  raised  on  those  counts,  or  some 
of  them,  or  to  arrest  the  judgment,  or  for  a  new  trial,  as  for  a  verdict 
against  evidence.  He  cited  Parrat  v.  Carpenter,  Cro.  Eliz.  502,  Noy, 
64,  Lumby  v.  Allday,  1  C.  &  J.  801,  1  Tyrwh.  217,  Ayre  v.  Craven,  2 
Ad.  &  E.  2,  4  N.  &  M.  220,  and  Pemberton  v.  Colls,  10  Q.  B,  461,  16 
Law  Journ.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  408.  [Wildb,  C.  J.,  observed,  that  he  thought 
at  the  trial,  that  the  letters  were  written  under  circumstances  which  ren- 
dered them  not  actionable  without  proof  of  express  malice, — having  the 
case  of  Blackburn  v.  Blackburn,  4  Bingh.  895,  1  M.  &  P.  83,  8  C.  &  P. 
146,  in  his  mind  at  the  time.] 

Coekbum  and  JS.  James,  in  Easter  term,  1848,  showed  cause.  The 
words  charged  in  the  first  and  second  counts,  clearly  were  actionable, 
having  been  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  office  or  calling  of  a  minister. 
[Cresswell,  J.  They  were  spoken  of  him  when  filling  that  office,  but 
not  concerning  anything  done  by  him  in  his  office.]  The  slanderous 
words,  it  is  true,  were  not  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  relation  to  his  mi- 
nistry ;  but  they  imputed  to  him  conduct  of  a  nature  wholly  to  disqualify 
him  for  it.  [Cresswell,  J.  Ayre  v.  Craven  is  very  like  this  case.] 
The  general  rule  of  *law  is,  that  injurious  matter  falsely  spoken  p^QA/» 
of  a  man  in  his  profession,  is  actionable.  If  it  imputes  to  the  '- 
party  such  a  degree  of  moral  turpitude  as  to  show  him  unfit  for  the 
office,  an  action  lies.  There  are  some  callings, — and  this  is  one, — in 
which  moral  worth  and  conduct  are  as  essential  as  knowledge.  Ayre  v. 
Craven  has  confessedly  gone  to  the  very  verge  of  absurdity.  In  Pem- 
berton V,  Colls,  the  words  which  were  held  to  be  actionable,  had  no 
reference  to  anything  done  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  character  of  a  minister 
of  the  gospel.  [Cresswell,  J.  They  imputed  to  him  cheating  and 
swindling  while  a  clergyman :  here,  however,  the  transactions  alluded  to 
took  place  long  before  the  plaintiff's  character  of  a  minister  had  exist- 
ence.] To  say  of  a  clergyman  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  conduct  of 
this  description,  is  calculated  most  materially  to  impair  and  destroy  his 
utility  as  a  clergyman.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
misconduct  is  imputed  to  him  in  his  character  of  minister.  Coltman,  J. 
The  slander  in  question  certainly  does  seem  to  have  some  reference  to 
the  plaintiff's  clerical  character :  it  alleges  him  to  be  unfit  to  fill  the 
office  of  minister,  by  reason  of  his  former  alleged  misconduct.]  In 
Lumby  v.  Allday,  the  words  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  had  no  immediate 
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connexion  with  his  office  of  clerk  of  the  gas  company.  The  language 
of  Batlet,  B.,  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the  maintenance  of  this  action. 
" Every  authority,"  he  says,  "which  I  have  been  able  to  find,  either 
shows  the  want  of  some  general  requisite,  as,  honesty,  capacity,  fidelity, 
&c.,  or  connects  the  imputation  with  the  plaintiflf 's  office,  trade,  or  busi- 
ness. As  at  present  advised,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  charge 
proved  in  this  case  is  not  actionable,  because  the  imputation  it  contains 
does  not  imply  the  want  of  any  of  those  qualities  which  a  clerk  ought  to 
possess,  and  because  the  imputation  has  no  reference  to  his  conduct  as 
^orvpj-i  clerk."  *Applying  that  doctrine  to  this  case, — the  imputations 
J  here  cast  upon  the  plaintiff  necessarily  do  imply  a  total  want  of 
those  qualities  which  not  only  ought  to  be  possessed  by,  but  which  are 
indispensably  necessary  to,  a  person  filling  the  character  of  a  clergyman* 
In  How  V.  Prin,  Sir  J.  Holt,  652,  it  was  held  to  be  actionable  to  say  of 
a  justice  of  peace  and  deputy-lieutenant  of  a  county,  that  "  he  was  a 
Jacobite,  and  for  bringing  in  the  Prince  of  Wales  and  popery,  to  destroy 
the  nation,  &c. ;"  Holt,  C.  J.,  saying, — "To  charge  one  in  a  public 
office  with  ill  principles  that  are  of  such  a  nature  as  make  him  unfit  to 
bear  that  office  or  employment,  is  actionable:  for,  if  he  had  such 
thoughts  to  bring  in  the  pretended  Prince  of  Wales  into  this  kingdom,  it 
is  necessary  he  should  be  removed  from  his  trust ;  and  he,  as  justice  of 
peace,  ought  to  punish  popery :  sure,  then,  if  such  person  is  for  intro- 
ducing popery,  he  ought  not  to  be  trusted  with  an  office  the  duty  whereof 
is  to  punish  and  suppress  it." 

Then,  as  to  the  fifth  and  sixth  counts, — ^it  is  insisted,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  that  the  letters  addressed  to  Mr.  Ainslee  were  equally 
privileged  with  those  written  to  Mr.  Hunt.  They,  however,  clearly  stand 
upon  a  totally  difierent  footing.  The  object  of  the  correspondence  with 
Mr.  Hunt,  was,  the  promotion  of  an  investigation  which  the  plaintifThad 
liimself  courted :  whereas,  it  was  perfectly  clear,  upon  the  evidence,  that 
the  correspondence  with  Mr.  Ainslee  was  carried  on  maliciously,  and  not 
for  any  legitimate  purpose :  the  investigation  was  then  at  an  end.  Nor 
can  it  be  said  that  the  communication  was  privileged,  as  relating  to  a 
matter  essential  to  the  interests  of  society. 

As  to  the  special  damage, — it  appeared  that  some  of  the  congregation 
^oQo-1  had  absented  themselves  from  the  *chapel.  It  is  true,  no  persons 
were  named  who  had  ceased  to  attend :  but  that  is  not  necessary 
in  a  case  like  this.  [V.  Williams,  J.  Where  the  naming  the  indivi- 
duals would  lead  to  inconvenient  prolixity,  the  rule  is  relaxed.]  In  the 
case  of  a  gin-shop,  where  the  special  damage  consisted  in  the  loss  of  cus- 
tomers, it  would  manifestly  be  impossible  to  name  them.  [V.  Williams, 
J.  Hartley  v.  Herring,  8  T.  R.  130,  seems  an  authority  to  show  that 
the  allegation  of  special  damage  here  is  sufficient.  That  was  an  action 
for  consequential  damage  for  slander  imputing  incontinence  to  the  plain- 
tiff; and  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  state,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
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employed  to  preach  to  a  dissenting  congregation  at  a  certain  licensed  cha- 
pel, that  he  derived  considerable  profit  from  his  preaching,  and  that,  by 
reason  of  the  scandal,  '^  persons  frequenting  the  chapel  had  refused  to  per* 
mit  him  to  preach  there,  and  had  discontinued  giving  him  the  profits  which 
they  usually  had,  and  otherwise  would  have,  given," — ^without  saying 
who  those  persons  were,  or  by  what  authority  they  excluded  him,  or  that 
he  was  a  preacher  duly  qualified  according  to  the  10  Ann.  c.  2. 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  and  Atherton^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  words 
charged  in  the  first  and  second  counts  are  clearly  not  actionable  per  se. 
They  are  not  alleged  to  have  been  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  relation  to  his 
office  or  calling  of  a  dissenting  minister :  all  the  innuendoes  apply  them  to 
the  partnership  transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and  Henry  Pinhorn,  and 
to  a  time  anterior  to  the  plaintiff's  assumption  of  the  ministry.  They 
charge  no  indictable  offence :  and  there  is  no  special  damage  well  alleged  or 
proved.  It  is  scarcely  possible  to  conceive  slander  calculated  more  seriously 
to  affect  the  *professional  success  of  a  physician,  than  that  which  p^qaq 
was  held  not  to  be  actionable  in  Ayre  v.  Craven.  Lord  Denman  L 
tbere  says :  '^  Some  of  the  cases  have  proceeded  to  a  length  which  can 
hardly  fail  to  excite  surprise ;  a  clergyman  having  failed  to  obtain  redress 
for  the  imputation  of  adultery, — ^Parrat  v.  Carpenter,  Noy,  64,  Cro.  Eliz. 
502, — and  a  schoolmistress  having  been  declared  incompetent  to  main- 
tain an  action  for  a  charge  of  prostitution, — per  Twisden,  J.,  in  Wharton 
V.  Brook,  1  Ventr.  21.{a)  Such  words  were  undeniably  calculated  to 
injure  the  success  of  the  plaintiffs  in  their  several  professions ;  but,  not 
being  applicable  to  their  conduct  therein,  no  action  lay."  Suppose  the 
defendant,  in  that  case,  had  gone  on  to  say, — "  I  will  so  expose  Dr.  Ayre 
that  he  will  not  be  able  to  obtain  admission  to  a  single  family  in  Hull," 
— would  that  have  made  any  difference?  These  words  would  merely 
have  supported  the  colloquium :  but  they  would  have  had  no  effect  beyond 
that.  Lumby  v.  Allday  also  shows  that  words,  to  be  actionable  as  spoken 
of  a  man  in  his  office,  must  be  spoken  of  him  in  reference  to  his  character 
or  conduct  in  such  office,  Pemberton  v.  Colls  is  decisive :  it  marks  pre- 
cisely the  distinction  between  what  is,  and  what  is  not,  spoken  of  the 
party  in  reference  to  his  office  or  calling.  The  first  count  of  the  decla- 
ration there  stated  words  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  profession,  as  fol- 
lows,— ^with  innuendoes,  and  an  inducement  stating  only  that  the  plaintiff 
was  vicar  of  a  church,  and  the  defendant  a  clergyman,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  always  conducted  himself  well  in  his  profession, — "  The  very 
day  I  came  into  residence.  Dr.  Pemberton  (the  plaintiff)  sent  for  me :  I 
went,  and  dined  with  him ;  and  the  wine  must  have  been  drugged,  for,  I 
took  but  two  glasses,  and  was  quite  stupified.  While  in  this  condition, 
Dr.  Pemberton  put  a  bill  into  *my  hands,  and  requested  me  to  j-^q-iA 
sign  it,  saying,  *  I  wish  to  have  it  as  a  security  for  the  payment  •- 
of  ISOL  per  annum  for  reading  for  you  at  the  new  church.'     I  answered, 

(a)  And  see  Wolby  v.  Elaton,  anU,  p.  142. 

a2 
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'  Well,  give  me  a  pen,  and  I  will  sign  it.'  Immediately  I  had  signed  it, 
Dr.  Pemberton  snatched  it  up,  and,  laughing,  said,  '  This  will  be  quite 
safe.'  The  bill,  I  think,  was  drawn  for  2500Z.  or  2600Z. :  but,  having 
been  stupified  with  the  wine,  I  do  not  rightly  remember.  You  cannot 
suppose  that  I  can  visit  a  man  who  so  cheated  me  at  my  first  coming," — 
innuendo,  that  the  plaintiff  fraudulently  obtained  the  bill  from  the  defend- 
ant while  he  was  stupified  with  drugged  wine.  The  second  count  stated 
the  words  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  profession, — with  innuendoes,  but 
no  further  aiaterial  inducement, — as  follows :  "  Dr.  Pemberton  placed 
before  me  a  bill.  I  signed.  I  do  not  know  for  what  amount  it  was, 
whether  for  2000Z.  or  3000?. ;  for,  I  was  completely  pigeoned  by  Dr. 
Pemberton," — ^innuendo,  that  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  the  bill  from  the 
defendant  by  fraud.  The  declaration  alleged,  for  special  damage,  that 
the  plaintiff's  curate  believed  him  guilty  of  the  misconduct,  and,  by 
reason  thereof,  was  prevented  from  cordially  and  effectually  assisting  the 
plaintiff  in  the  clerical  duties  and  spiritual  concerns  of  the  parish.  After 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held,  on  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment, — 
that  the  first  count  was  good,  because  the  words  therein  set  forth  reflected 
upon  the  plaintiff  in  his  profession :  but  that  the  second  count  was  bad, 
because  the  words  there  did  not  so  reflect.  That  case,  it  is  conceived, 
presents  the  true  principle  for  the  decision  of  this.  It  is  not  because  the 
party  is  a  clergyman,  that  any  peculiar  injury  to  his  prospects  would 
necessarily  result  from  an  imputation  of  dishonesty.  There  is  but  one 
rule  of  moral  conduct  propounded  for  all  men.  The  quality,  the  presence 
rt^^-.  or  absence  of  which  is  imputed,  must  have  a  special  *reference  to 
•J  the  calling  or  profession  of  the  plaintiff.  To  impute  to  a  clergy- 
man or  a  physician  want  of  legal,  or  to  an  attorney  want  of  theological 
or  medical,  knowledge,  would  be  no  offence.  In  Hartley  v.  Herring,  the 
plaintiff  lost  his  office :  all  the  congregation  were  alleged  to  have  left  the 
church.  The  special  damage  must  be  a  direct  consequence  of  the  speak- 
ing of  the  words  to  the  person  to  whom  they  were  addressed,  not  of  the 
illegal  repetition  of  them  by  another.  [Wilde,  C.  J.,  referred  to  Ward 
v.  Weeks,  7  Bingh.  211,  4  M.  &  P.  796.(a)] 

With  respect  to  the  fifth  and  sixth  counts,  the  alleged  libellous  letters 
were  clearly  written  under  circumstances  which  rendered  the  writing  of 
them  privileged.  They  were  communications  addressed  by  the  defend- 
ant to  a  gentleman,  who,  as  the  plaintiff's  friend,  had  been  deputed  with 
him  to  inquire  into  certain  charges  which  had  been  whispered  against 
the  plaintiff:  and,  although  that  inquiry  was  at  an  end  when  the  letters 
in  question  were  written,  the  defendant  might  fairly  consider,  from  the 
circumstances,  that  the  communications  would  still  be  privileged.(6) 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Wilde,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

(a)  And  seo  Edsall  r.  BusseUp  4  M.  A  O.  1090,  5  Scott,  N.  R.  801. 

(6)  It  would  seem  to  bo  immaterisl  whether  the  defendant  believed  the  commnnieations  to  be 
privileged  or  not. 
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This  was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  verbal  and  written  slander. 
The  declaration  contained  nine  counts.  The  first  and  second  counts 
were  founded  upon  the  verbal  slander ;  the  third  and  fourth  counts,  and 
also  the  seventh,  eighth,  and  ninth  counts,  were  abandoned  at  the  trial, 
and  it  is,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  advert  to  them ;  and  the  fifth  and 
sixth  counts  were  framed  upon  the  written  slander. 

*A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  first  and  second  ^^^^  o 
counts,  with  1507.  damages ;  and  upon  the  fifth  and  sixth  counts  ■- 
a  verdict  was  found  for  him,  with  1002.  damages. 

A  rule  has  been  obtained  by  the  defendant,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  show  cause  why  a  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the  defendant 
upon  the  first,  second,  fifth,  and  sixth  counts,  or  such  of  them  as  the 
court  should  think  fit,  or  why  the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested,  or 
why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial. 

Upon  the  argument  of  the  rule  before  us,  the  questions  were, — first, 
whether  the  words  which  formed  the  subject-matter  of  complaint  in  the 
first  and  second  counts  were  actionable,  either  by  reason  of  the  imputa- 
tions conveyed  in  them,  or  by  reason  of  their  having  been  uttered  in 
relation  to  the  plaintiff's  profession,  character,  or  office  of  a  dissenting 
minister,  or  by  reason  of  special  damage,  properly  alleged,  resulting 
from  them,  and  of  which  evidence  was  given  at  the  trial ;  and,  as  to  the 
fifth  and  sixth  counts,  whether,  on  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  the 
letters  which  contained  the  alleged  defamatory  matter,  were  written 
under  circumstances  entitling  them  to  be  considered  as  a  privileged  com- 
munication :  and  a  further  question  was  made,  whether,  if  the  words  in 
the  first  and  second  counts  were  actionable  only  by  reason  of  special 
damage,  special  damage  was  properly  alleged  in  the  declaration. 

We  have  considered  the  several  points  which  have  been  argued ;  and, 
first,  with  regard  to  the  verbal  slander.  The  inducement  states,  that, 
before  the  committing  of  the  grievances,  the  plaintiff  had  been  in  trade, 
in  partnership  with  one  Pinhom,  his  brother-in-law ;  that  the  partner- 
ship had  been  dissolved,  and  that  certain  false  and  scandalous  reports 
concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  concerning  the  said  pajstnership  accounts 
and  money  transactions,  had  been  circulated;  and  that  the  '^'de-  r^Ko-i^ 
fendant,  in  a  certain  discourse  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  ^ 
and  of  and  concerning  him  in  his  calling  and  ministry,  and  of  and  con- 
cerning the  matter  before  set  forth,  had  said — '^  He  is  a  rogue ;  and  I 
can  prove  him  to  be  so,  by  books.  He  pretends  he  has  been  as  good  as 
a  father  to  him  ;  but  you  see  he  has  been  robbing  him.  He  has  cheated 
Mr.  Pinhom  of  2000Z. ;  so  you  see  what  sort  of  a  father  he  is.  I  will 
so  expose  him  that  he  shall  not  be  able  to  hold  up  his  head  in  Thatcham 
pulpit  or  any  other.     He  has  out-generalled  him  in  everything." 

The  words  complained  of  in  the  second  count,  are — ^^  He  has  cheated 
his  brother-in-law  of  upwards  of  2000?.  I  wonder  how  any  respectable 
person  can  countenance  such  a  man  by  their  presence.    I  have  been 
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advising  some  persons  to  go  to  the  Wesleyan  cbapel ;  for,  they  would 
there  hear  plain  honest  men." 

The  words  set  forth  in  these  counts  were  uttered  in  the  course  of 
some  lengthy  communications  referring  to  transactions  between  the 
plaintiff  and  Pinhorn ;  and  the  context  with  which  the  words  complained, 
of  were  connected,  fully  explained  the  sense  in  which  they  were  used, 
and  that  the  imputation  intended  to  be  conveyed,  and  which,  as  the  evi- 
dence showed,  was  understood  by  them,  was,  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken 
advantage  of  his  brother-in-law,  in  the  course  of  their  partnership  trans- 
actions, and  had  obtained  a  great  pecuniary  advantage  in  the  adjustment 
of  their  accounts ;  but  by  what  precise  means  that  was  imputed  to  have 
been  accomplished,  was  not  explained.  The  words  had  no  relation  to 
any  conduct  pursued  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  minister,  or  connexion  with 
any  of  the  duties  of  his-  office ;  although  the  defendant  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  was  unfit  to  be  a  minister,  by  reason  of  misconduct  at  a  former 
period,  before  he  became  a  minister,  and  when  he  was  a  tradesman. 
*«I141  ^^  words  themselves  are  clearly  not  actionable  per  se:  and  *the 
-I  authorities  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  establish 
that  they  cannot  be  deemed  to  have  been  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  his 
character  or  office  of  a  minister,  in  any  sense  which  will  subject  the 
defendant  to  an  action  in  that  respect.  It  is,  therefore,  only  upon  proof 
of  special  damage  having  resulted  from  the  speaking  of  the  words,  that 
the  action  can  be  maintained.  But,  upon  reference  to  the  evidence,  it 
is  clear  no  such  damage  was  proved.  The  only  evidence  applicable  to 
that  subject,  is,  that  a  witness  stated  that  the  plaintiff  had  told  him  that 
he  was  to  receive  80Z.  a  year  as  his  remuneration  for  bis  ministerial 
duties ;  but  nothing  was  said  of  the  mode  in  which  such  sum  was  to  be 
raised,  or  of  the  parties  by  whom  it  was  to  be  paid.  It  was  alsb  stated 
that  rents  were  paid  for  the  occupation  of  the  pews :  but,  by  whom  re- 
ceived, or  how  applied,  there  was  no  evidence.  It  was  further  stated, 
that  the  attendance  at  the  chapel  had  lately  diminished  in  number ;  but, 
from  what  cause,  or  whether  the  parties  seceding  were  pew-renters,  or 
contributors  in  any  way  to  the  funds  of  the  meeting,  did  not  appear.  It 
was  also  proved,  that,  before  the  uttering  of  the  words  complained  of, 
the  plaintiff  had  determined  to  quit  his  office  of  minister  of  that  meeting, 
and  had  given  ifotice  to  the  congregation  of  such  his  intention.  It  was 
likewise  proved  that  there  had  been  such  very  unusual  and  unseemly 
altercations  during  divine  service,  as  might  reasonably  account  for  a 
diminution  of  the  number  of  attendants  at  the  meeting  or  chapel :  and 
there  was  no  evidence  that  could  properly  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  to 
authorize  them  to  find,  as  a  fact,  that  any  one  person  had  ceased  to 
attend  in  consequence  of  the  words  complained  of,  or  that  the  plaintiff 
had  sustained  any  pecuniary  damage  whatever. 

^Q-ifT-i       ^^  ^hc  absence,  therefore,  of  all  evidence  of  any  diminution 
-I  of  the  number  of  attendants  at  the  chapel,  or  '*'of  any  pecuniary 
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I068  or  damage  in  consequence  of  the  imputation  made  by  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  words  themselves  are  actionable,  the 
plaintiff  has  no  cause  of  action :  and  the  authorities  show,  that,  in  point 
of  law,  such  words  are  not  actionable. 

Secondly, — with  respect  to  the  written  matter  complained  of, — the 
question  is,  whether  the  letters  in  which  such  matter  was  contained, 
were  written  under  circumstances  which  brought  them  within  the  prin- 
ciple recognised,  of  a  privileged  communication. 

It  appears  that  the  plaintiff  had  desired  that  an  investigation  should 
take  place  into  the  truth  of  some  charges  which  had  been  made  by  a 
Mrs.  B.,  who  was  a  member  of  the  congregation  over  which  the  plaintiff 
presided,  and  that  the  defendant  had  acted  as  Mrs.  B.'s  representative 
and  advocate  during  those  investigations ;  that,  after  some  meetings,  and 
various  communications  had  taken  place  upon  the  subject,  a  Mr.  Ainslie, 
a  dissenting  minister,  had  been  invited  by  the  plaintiff  to  pursue  the 
investigation  on  his  behalf;  that,  in  the  course  of  doing  so,  Mr.  Ainslie 
had  had  an  interview  with  a  Mr.  Finhom,  of  Southampton,  from  whom 
it  was  supposed  and  alleged  the  charges  against  the  plaintiff  had  origi- 
nated ;  and  that,  after  such  interview,  Mr.  Ainslie  had,  in  the  defend- 
ant's absence,  called  at  the  defendant's  residence,  for  the  purpose  of 
communicating  with  him  upon  the  subject  of  those  charges.  It  further 
appeared  that  the  defendant,  upon  being  informed  of  the  application  of 
the  plaintiff's  friend,  Mr.  Ainslie,  had  written  to  Mr.  Ainslie  upon  the 
subject,  and  that  the  letters  complained  of  were  written  in  the  course  of 
a  correspondence  between  the  defendant,  who  had  been  acting  as  the 
friend  and  advocate  of  Mrs.  B.,  and  Mr.  Ainslie,  the  advocate  of  the 
plaintiff.  And  it  further  appeared  that  this  correspondence  was  carried 
on  by  Ainslie  in  concurrence  with  the  plaintiff,  who  furnished  the  mate- 
rials for  Ainslie's  answers  to  the  defendant's  letters. 

*The  result  is,  that  the  communication  between  the  defendant  r^Ko^/. 
and  Ainslie  arose  out  of  an  invitation  to  the  defendant,  made  by  ^ 
the  plaintiff's  friend,  with  his  concurrence,  to  enter  into  a  discussion 
upon  the  charges  made  against  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  his  transactions 
with  Finhom,  and  that  Ainslie  must  be  considered  as  representing  the 
plaintiff,  in  the  correspondence  that  took  place.  And  it  seems  to  the 
court  that  the  letters  written  in  relation  to  the  matters  under  discussion, 
fall  within  the  principles  of  a  privileged  communication.  The  sole  object 
of  Ainslie's  communication  with  the  defendant,  was,  to  discuss  the  mat- 
ters the  defendant  alleged  against  the  plaintiff,  with  a  view  of  establish- 
ing that  the  imputations  made  against  the  plaintiff  were  unfounded,  and 
with  the  intention  of  the  result  being  made  known  to  the  congregation. 

Attending,  therefore,  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  letters 
were  written,  we  think  that  they  constituted  a  privileged  communication, 
for  which,  under  the  circumstances  of  tins  case,  no  action  can  be  main- 
tained.   And,  as  we  think  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  for  the 
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verbal  slander  which  forms  the  subjeot  of  the  first  and  second  oounts,  or 
for  the  written  slander  which  forms  the  subject  of  the  fifth  and  six  counts, 
and  as  no  evidence  was  offered  in  support  of  the  other  counts  in  the 
declaration,  a  nonsuit  must  be  entered. 

The  view  thus  entertained  by  the  court  renders  it  unnecessarj  to 
express  any  opinion  upon  the  other  points  which  have  been  argued  in 
the  course  of  the  case.  Rule  absolute. 


^0171  *CHARLES  FREDERICK  AUGUSTUS  WILLIAM,  Sove- 
J      reign  Duke  of  BRUNSWICK  and  LUNEBURG,  v.  ABRA- 
HAM   SLOWMAN,    JOHN   BAKER,    JOHN    TOWNSHEND, 
JAMES  MILES,  and  BENJAMIN  BROWN.    June  25. 

Where  &  plea  jnatifios  a  trespass  under  Aji,/a,,  on  the  ground  that  the  onter  door  was  open  at  the 
time  of  the  entry  and  seizure,  that  allegation  is  put  in  issue  by  the  replication  de  injuria, 

A.,  a  sheriff's  offioer,  to  whom  a  mrit  of  JL  fa.  was  directed,  offered,  for  a  peenniary  oonsideration, 
to  delay  its  exeention  for  a  few  days.  B.,  who  ezeroised  the  offioe  of  bailiff  to  the  sheri^  in 
partnership  with  A.,  afterwards  illegally  executed  the  writ  by  breaking  open  an  outer  door ; 
and  A.  subsequently  withdrew  his  men  from  possession  on  payment  of  the  amount  endorsed 
on  the  writ,  and  of  a  6omi«  to  himself: — Held,  aofflcient  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  A.  to  be 
a  eo-trespasser,  as  having  authorised  the  unlawful  aot  of  his  partner  B. 

In  such  a  case,  the  damans  are  peculiarly  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury :  and  they  may  include 
the  sum  paid  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  execution. 

Q»cer€f  to  what  extent  .a  seisure  of  goods  under  a  JL  feu  ean  be  justified,  when  properly  pleaded, 
where  the  possession  of  the  goods  has  been  illegally  obtained. 

This  was  an  action  of  trospass  brought  by  His  Serene  Highness  the  Duke 
of  Brunswick  against  Slowman  and  Baker,  officers  of  the  sheriiF  of  Middle- 
sex, Townshend,  an  attorney,  and  Miles  and  Brown,  assistants  to  the 
officers,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house,  making 
a  noise  and  disturbance  therein,  breaking  open  doors,  seizing  his  goods 
and  chattels,  and  compelling  him  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  induce  them 
to  withdraw  from  possession. 

The  defendants  severally  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  also  a  justification 
of  all  the  trespasses  complained  of,— except  that  Slowman  justified  only 
the  entry  and  seisure, — under  a  writ  of  fieri  fadae^  at  the  suit  of  one 
Chailotte  Munden,  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff,  for 
2002.  debt,  9h  10<.  damages,  and  42.  per  cent,  interest, — the  outer  door 
being  at  the  time  open. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  and,  admitting 
the  writ,  replied  de  injuridy  absque  renduo  causee^  to  the  pleas  of  justi- 
fication. 

^Q|g-i  *The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilde,  0.  J.,  at  the  sittings  at 
^  Westminster,  after  Hilary  term,  1848.  It  appeared  that  the 
defendants  Slowman  and  Baker,  who  were  in  partnership  as  officers  of 
the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  having  in  their  hands  a  J{.  fa.  against  the  goods 
of  the  Duke  of  Brunswick,  upon  a  judgment  obtained  against  him  at  the 
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suit  of  one  Charlotte  Monden,  Baker,  on  the  15th  of  May,  1847,  accom- 
panied by  his  assistants  Miles  and  Brown,  and  by  Townshend,  the  attor- 
ney of  the  ezecution-creditor,  proceeded  to  the  duke's  mansion  in  the 
Regent's  Park,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  leyy.  The  officers,  taking 
advantage  of  the  gate's  being  opened  for  the  pnrpose  of  letting  in  some 
one  else,  rushed  in,  and,  as  was  alleged  by  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  broke 
open  the  front  door  and  so  effected  a  seizure. 

On  the  other  hand,  several  witnesses,  called  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, as  distinctly  swore,  that  the  outer  door  of  the  house  was  open  when 
they  first  gained  access  to  the  garden;  and  that,  one  of  the  officers 
having  entered  the  house,  and  having  been  forcibly  ejected  by  the  plain- 
tiff's porter,  the  officers,  assisted  by  Townshend,  again  broke  in,  and  made 
the  levy. 

It  did  not  appear  that  Slowman  was  present  during  any  part  of  the 
transaction ;  but  it  was  proved,  that,  before  the  levy  was  made,  he  had 
called  upon  the  duke's  attorney,  and  offered,  for  a  consideration  of  202., 
to  delay  the  execution  for  a  few  days,  as  he  had  been  informed  that  the 
duke  purposed  to  apply  for  an  injunction.  It  further  appeared,  that  the 
plaintiff  tendered  (under  protest)  to  Baker  the  amount  endorsed  on  the 
writ,  but  that  Baker  declined  to  accept  it,  or  to  withdraw,  without  the 
assent  of  Slowman,  and  Slowman  declined  to  assent  except  on  payment 
to  him  of  a  boniLS  of  20Z. ;  and  that  ultimately  that  sum,  together  with 
the  amount  directed  to  be  levied  under  the  writ,  having  been  tendered  to 
Slowman,  under  protest,  was  accepted,  and  the  officers  withdrawn. 

'*'The  learned  judge  left  the  case  to  the  jury  upon  the  whole  of  p^q-i  q 
the  evidence, — telling  them,  that,  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  *- 
plaintiff  had  paid  the  money  in  order  to  induce  the  defendants  to  with- 
draw the  execution,  they  might  give  the  amount  so  exacted,  as  part  of 
the  damages. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  7202.,  observing 
that  that  sum  was  meant  to  include  the  2202.  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to 
induce  the  defendants  to  withdraw  the  execution. 

In  the  following  Easter  term, 

JE.  JameSy  for  the  defendants  Baker  and  Brown,  and  WUkins,  Serjt., 
for  Townshend  and  Miles,  obtained  rules  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence,  and  upon  affidavits,  or  to 
reduce  the  damages. 

The  affidavits  were  those  of  Charles  Burrows  and  Henry  Archer,  police 
constables  (who  had  both  been  examined  as  witnesses  for  the  defendants 
at  the  trial),  and  of  Charles  Cadwell,  a  sheriff's  officer's  assistant,  and 
John  Baker,  one  of  the  defendants.  The  affidavits  of  Burrows  and  Archer 
stated,  in  substance,  that  Bate,  the  plaintiff's  porter,  had,  in  the  course 
of  conversation  with  them,  while  on  duty  at  the  spot,  admitted  that  the 
sheriff's  officer  (meaning  Baker)  had  rushed  by  him  through  the  garden 
gate,  when  he,  the  porter,  opened  it  to  admit  some  one  else,  and  that  the 
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officer  then  ran  across  the  garden,  and  up  the  hall  steps  into  the  hall,  and 
thence  into  his,  the  porter's  room,  and  that  he,  Bate,  ran  after  him,  and 
took  him  hj  the  trowsers  and  back  of  his  neck,  dragged  him  out  of  the 
house,  and  threw  him  on  the  gravel-walk.  GadweH's  affidavit  alleged  a 
similar  conversation  to  have  taken  place  between  himself  and  Bate,  whilst 
he,  Cadwell,  was  remaining  in  possession  under  the  fi.  fa.  at  the  plaintiff's 
^  '''house.     Baker,  in  his  affidavit,  stated,  that,  immediately  the 

^  garden  gate  was  opened  by  the  porter,  he  rushed  in,  ran  across 
the  garden  and  up  the  steps  into  the  hall,  the  door  being  open,  and  went 
into  a  room,  which  he  believed  to  be  Bate's  room ;  that,  whilst  there,  and 
while  he  was  in  the  act  of  pulling  out  his  warrant.  Bate  entered,  and 
caught  hold  of  him,* and  dragged  him  out,  and  threw  him  down  on 
the  gravel-walk  in  the  garden;  and  that  the  writ  had  been  returned 
fieri  feci. 

ByleSy  Serjt.,  on  behalf  of  Slowman,  obtained  a  similar  rule,  and  also 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  on.  the  second  issue,  on  the  ground  that  he  was 
not  present  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass,  and  that  what  was  done 
by  him  before  and  after  the  transaction,  did  not  render  him  liable  as  a 
co-trespasser.  The  learned  Serjeant  submftted,  that,  as  regarded  the 
2207.,  that  sum  had  been  improperly  included  in  the  damages,  inasmuch 
as  it  appeared  that  there  had  been  a  legal  judgment  and  execution  against 
the  present  plaintiff  for  that  sum,  and  that  he  had  paid  it  to  the  sheriff, 
who  had  handed  it  over  to  the  execution-creditor.  And  he  referred  to 
the  Year  Book,  18  E.  4,  fo.  4,  a,(a)  (cited  with  approbation  in  Semayne's 
case,  5  Go.  Rep.  91,)  and  also  to  Bac.  Abr.  UxectUum  (N.)  pi.  7,(i)  and 
Yates  V,  Delamayne,  cited  in  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  JExecution^  (N). 

Allen,  Serjeant,  Lush,  and  Hennikerj  showed  cause.  There  was  evi- 
dence on  both  sides ;  and,  the  case  being  one  peculiarly  for  the  consider- 
ation of  a  jury,  and  there  having  been  no  manifest  wrong  done  in  the 
conclusion  to  which  they  came,  there  is  no  pretence  for  disturbing 
*<l9n  *^^®  verdict.  And,  with  regard  to  the  affidavits,  two  of  them  are 
^  by  witnesses  who  were  examined  at  the  trial,  and  all  refer  to  a 
matter  which  was  then  before  the  jury ;  and  therefore  they  can  hardly 
afford  ground  for  a  new  trial. 

The  damages  were  peculiarly  for  the  determination  of  the  jury.  In 
Kerby  v.  Denby,  1  M.  &  W.  886,  Tyrwh.  &  Gr.  688,  upon  a  motion  to 
reduce  the  damages,  in  an  action  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's 
dwelling-house,  and  assaulting  and  imprisoning  him,  under  colour  of  a 
writ  of  ca.  sa..  Lord  Abinqeb  said :  "  I  think,  if  I  had  tried  the  cause, 
I  should  probably  have  said,  that,  if  parties,  knowing  what  the  law  is, 
wantonly  violate  it,  the  jury  should  not  be  sparing  in  the  damages.  It 
is  the  safest  way  to  say,  that  he  who  knowingly  violates  the  law  in  one 
respect,  must  take  all  the  consequences." 

(a)  An  answer  by  Littlbton,  J.,  with  the  Mieni  of  the  other  jnitioea  ot  U.  P.y  to  a  oaae  pvt  hj 
CaUthy,  K.  8. 
(6)  Citing  Somayne'i  OMe. 
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It  is  said  tliat  the  leanied  judge  who  tried  the  cause  was  wrong  in  telling 
the  jury  that  they  were  at.  liberty  to  include  in  their  estimate  of  damages, 
the  iimount  of  the  levy  endorsed  on  the  writ.    A  dictuni  in  Semayne's  case, 
5  Co.  Rep.  93  a,  is  relied  on  to  show  that  the  execution  having  been  exe- 
cuted, and  the  money  levied  and  paid  over  to  the  execution-creditor,  it  can- 
not be  recovered  back.     That  dit?ft«97»,— which  is  as  follows,  ^'  It  is  said  in 
18  E.  4,  4  a,  by  Littlexon,  and  all  his  companions,  it  is  resolved  that  the 
sheriff  cannot  break  the  defendant's  house  by  force  of  b,  fieri  faciasj  but 
he  is  a  trespasser  by  the  breaking,  and  yet  the  execution  which  he  then 
doth  in  the  house  is  good," — ^is  copied  in  Bac.  Abr.  Execution  (N),  pi.  7, 
where  the  following  is  added  in  a  note, — ^^In  Trinity  term,  17.  G.  8,  in 
the  cause  of  Yates  and  Others  v,  Delamayne,  the  court  set  aside  an  exe- 
cution levied  on  the  defendant's  goods  in  his  dwelling-house,  because  the 
officer  forcibly  broke  into  the  house  to  execute  the  writ."     In  Buckenham 
1^.  Francis,  11  J.  B.  Moore,  40,  in  '^'trespass  for  breaking  open  the  r^ooo 
outer  door  of  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house,  &c.,  a  plea  justifying 
the  entry,  generally,  under  9,  plurie%  fi.  fa.y  not  averring  that  the  outer 
door  was  open  at  the  time  of  the  entry,  was  held  bad,  on  special 
demurrer.    Kerbey  v.  Denby  is  an  authority  to  the  same  effect.     That 
was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's 
dwelling-house,  and  assaulting  and  imprisoning  him,  &c.     The  defendants 
pleaded, — first,  not  guilty, — secondly,  as  to  all  the  trespasses  alleged, 
except  the  breaking  of  the  dwelling-house,  a  justification  under  a  writ  of 
ea,  sa.  and  warrant  thereon,  by  virtue  of  which  the  defendants  entered 
the  house,  the  otUer  doer  being  open^  and  arrested  the  plaintiff.     The 
plaintiff  replied  (admitting  the  writ  and  warrant)  de  injurid  sud  proprid 
absque  residue  eausce.    It  was  proved  that  the  defendants,  who  were 
bailiffs,  in  execution  of  the  warrant,  broke  open  the  outer  door  of  the 
plaintiff's  house,  and  so  gained  an  entrance,  and  arrested  him.     And  it 
was  held,  that  the  averment  in  the  plea,  that  the  outer  door  was  open, 
was  a  material  averment,  for,  that  the  door's  being  open  was  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  defendant's  right  to  enter  and  arrest  the  plaintiff  in  his 
house;   and  therefore  that  the  plea  was  sufficiently  traversed  by  the 
general  replication,  and  it  was  not  necessary  to  reply  the  breaking  of  the 
outer  door.    Parke,  B,,  in  that  case,  says :  ^'  I  believe  the  result  of  the 
uniform  course  of  precedents  will  be  found  to  be,  that  the  door  being 
open  is  a  condition  precedent  to  executing  the  writ  in  the  dwelling-house, 
and  therefore  that  the  averment  is  material :  and,  if  so,  it  is  well  tra- 
versed  by  the  replication  de  injurid  absque  residue  causce.'*     If  an 
execution  under  2kfi.fa.  illegally  executed  may  be  upheld,  it  is  difficult  to 
say  why  an  execution  under  a  ca.  sa,  should  not  also  be  valid.     This 
court,  in  Barrett  v.  Price,  9  Bingh.  666,  2  M.  &  Scott,  634, 1  Dowl.  P. 
G.  725,  held,  that,  where  a  ^sheriff  had  illegally  arrested  the  r^oog 
defendant  under  one  writ,  he  could  not  lawfully  detain  him  under 
another  writ  in  his  hands  at  the  time :  and,  in  Hodgson  v.  Towning,  5 
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Dowl.  P.  0.  410,  where  the  defendant  had  been  arrested  on  a  ea,  $a.j  to 
execute  which  the  sheriff's  officer  had  broken  an  outer  door,  Patteson, 
J.,  discharged  him  out  of  custody.  [Wilde,  C.  J,  If  the  law  were  hot 
so,  much  time  was  unnecessarily  wasted,  in  Lee  v.  Gansel,  Cowp.  1,  in 
discussing  whether  the  door  which  was  broken  open,  was  an  outer  or  an 
inner  door.] 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  Slowman  was, 
under  the  circumstances,  responsible  with  the  other  defendants  for  the 
trespasses  committed  by  them.  The  warrant  was^  it  appears,  directed  to 
Slowman  and  his  partner  Baker.  Before  the  execution,  Slowman  pro- 
posed to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  delay  enforcing  it  for  a  few  days, 
upon  his  being  paid  a  gratuity  of  20L  And,  after  the  seizure,  when 
applied  to  for  his  assent  to  the  withdrawal  of  the  officers  from  possession, 
Slowman  declined  to  give  it  unless  he  received  the  201. ;  and  the  money 
was  paid  to  him  under  protest.  Slowman  thus  so  far  identified  himself 
with  the  trespass,  as  to  render  him  liable  for  all  the  consequences. 
M'Laughlin  v.  Pryor,  4  M.  &;  G.  48,  4  Scott,  N.  R.  665,  is  very  analo- 
gous to  the  present  case.  There,  the  defendant  and  others  hired  a  job- 
carriage  and  four  post-horses,  with  two  postillions,  to  go  to  Epsom  races: 
on  the  road,  the  postillions,  in  ^'cutting  in"  to  the  lino  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  passing  through  a  toll-gate,  overturned  a  gig  in  which  the 
plaintiff  was  seated,  and  severely  injured  him :  after  the  accident  had 
happened,  the  defendant,  who  was  on  the  driving-box,  offered  money  to 
the  injured  party,  and  gave  his  card ;  and,  upon  the  owner  of  the  gig 
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afterwards  calling  upon  him,  *the  defendant  observed  that  ^'  cut- 


ting in"  was  all  fair  upon  such  occasions,  and  that  ^^  fie  intended^ 
if  the  gig  had  gone  quietly  otUy  to  have  pulled  up  to  let  it  in  again :"  it  was 
held,  that  the  jury  were  warranted  in  inferring  that  the  postillions  had 
acted  as  they  did  with  the  sanction  of  the  defendant,  and  consequently 
that  he  was  liable  in  trespass  for  the  injury  done.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in 
his  judgment  in  that  case,  evidently  relies  more  upon  the  conduct  of  the 
defendant  after  the  transaction,  than  upon  what  was  actually  done  by 
him,  or  by  his  direction,  before.  All  that  was  decided  in  Wilson  v.  Tum- 
man,  6  M.  &  G.  286,  6  Scott,  N.  R.  894,  which  will  probably  be  cited  on 
the  other  side,  was,  that  a  bare  assent  by  A.  to  a  trespass  already  com- 
mitted by  B.,  is  not  equivalent  to  a  previous  command,  and  therefore  will 
not  make  A.  a  trespasser.    That  has  no  application  hero. 

ByleSy  Serjt.,  and  Bramwell,  appeared  to  support  the  rule  obtained  on 
behalf  of  Slowman.  The  defendant  Slowman  clearly  was  entitled  to  a 
verdict  on  not  guilty  :  he  took  no  part  in  the  trespass,  if  any  was  com- 
mitted ;  nor  did  he  ratify  it  by  his  subsequent  conduct.  What  is  alleged 
to  have  passed  between  him  and  the  plaintiff's  attorney  before  the  levy, 
clearly  cannot  make  him  liable.  To  render  him  responsible,  as  a  co- 
trespasser,  he  must  be  shown  to  have  authorized  or  directed  it.  In  Robin- 
son V.  Yaughton,  8  C.  &  P.  252,  Aldbrson,  B.,  says  (8  G.  &  P.  255) : 
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*^  If  I  give  a  man  leave  to  go  on  a  field  over  which  I  have  no  right,. 
and  he  goes,  that  will  not  make  me  a  trespasser:  but,  if  I  desire 
him  to  go  and  do  it,  and  then  he  does  it,  that  is  a  doing  of  it  by 
my^  authority,  which  is  quite  a  di£ferent  thing,  and  I  should  be 
liable."  In  Comyns's  Digest,(a)  it  is  said  that  trespass  lies  ^'  against 
*all  who  procure  or  command  the  trespass;  or  against  him  who  r-^ncyt;^ 
afterwards  assents  to  a  trespass  done  for  his  use  or  benefit,  ^  ^ 
though  not  privy  at  the  time  of  doing  it."  Here,  the  act  complained  of 
was  not  done  at  the  command  of  Slowman ;  nor  was  it  done  in  his  name, 
or  for  his  benefit.  Even  if  he  expressly  ratified  it,  therefore,  he  would 
not  be  liable.  Wilson  v.  Tumman  is  precisely  in  point.  It  was  there 
held,  that  where  A.  does  an  act  as  agent  for  B.,  without  any  communis 
cation  with  C,  G.  cannot,  by  afterwards  adopting  that  act,  make  A.  his 
agent,  and  thereby  incur  any  liability,  or  take  any  benefit,  under  the  act 
of  A.  Tiin)AL,  0.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  there 
says :  ^^  That  an  act  done  for  another  by  a  person  not  assuming  to  act 
for  himself,  but  for  such  other  person,  though  without  any  precedent 
authority  whatever,  becomes  the  act  of  the  principal,  if  subsequently 
ratified  by  him,  is  the  known  and  well-established  rule  of  law.  In  that 
case,  the  principal  is  bound  by  the  act,  whether  it  be  for  his  detriment 
or  his  advantage,  and  whether  it  be  founded  on  a  tort  or  a  contract,  to 
the  same  extent  as  by,  and  with  all  the  consequences  which  follow  from, 
the  same  act  done  by  his  previous  authority.  Such  was  the  precise  dis- 
tinction taken  in  the  Year  Book,  7  H.  4,  fo.  d5,(&)— that,  if  the  bailiff 
took  the  heriot,  claiming  property  in  it  himself,  the  subsequent  agree- 
ment of  the  lord  would  not  amount  to  a  ratification  of  his  authority  as 
bailiff  at  the  time :  but,  if  he  took  it  at  the  time  as  bailiff  of  the 
lord,  the  subsequent  ratification  by  the  lord  made  him  bailiff  at  the 
time.  The  same  distinction  is  also  laid  down  by  Akdbeson,  0.  J.,  in 
Godbolt's  Reports,  109 :  '  If  one  have  cause  to  distrain  my  goods,  and  a 
stranger,  of  his  own  wrong,  without  any  warrant  or  authority  given  him 
by  the  ^other,  takes  my  goods,  not  as  bailiff  or  servant  to  the  p^^oof* 
other,  and  I  bring  an  action  of  trespass  against  him,  can  he  ^ 
excuse  himself  by  saying  that  he  did  it  as  his  bailiff  or  servant  ?  <]!an. 
he  also  father  his  misdemeanor  upon  another?  He  cannot;  for,  once* 
he  was  a  trespasser,  and  his  intent  was  manifest.'  In  the  present  case,, 
the  sheriff's  ofiicers,  who  were  the  original  trespassers  by  taking  the- 
goods  of  the  plaintiffs,  were  not  servants  or  agents  of  the  defendant 
Tumman,  but  the  agents  of  a  public  officer  or  minister,  obeying  the- 
mandate  of  a  court  of  justice.  They  did  not  assume  to  act  at  the  time* 
as  agents  or  bailiffs  of  the  then  plaintiff,  Tumman ;  but  they  acted  as* 
the  servants  of  another,  viz.  the  sheriff,  by  virtue  of  the  process  directed^ 
to  him  by  the  court."  So,  here,  the  acts  complained  of  were  not  doae* 
in  the  name  of  Slowman,  but  by  parties  acting  in  the  name  and  under 

(«)  TUk  iO-mpatB  (0. 1),  eiting  4  lof t  317.  (6)  H.  7  H.  4^  fo.  U,  pi.  1. 
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the  authority  of  the  sheriff;  Slowman,  therefore,  could  not  ratify  th^m. 
[V.  Williams,  J.  Was  there  no  evidence  of  previous  authority  here  ?] 
Only  of  authority  to  levy  in  a  lawful  manner.  In  Lyons  v.  Martin,  8 
Ad.  &  E.  512,  8  N.  &  P.  509,  it  is  laid  down,  that  a  master  is  answera- 
ble in  trespass  for  damage  occasioned  by  his  servant's  negligence  in 
doing  a  lawful  act  in  the  course  of  his  service,  but  not  so  if  the  act  is,  in 
itself,  unlawful,  and  is  not  proved  to  have  been  authorized  by  the  master, 
— as,  if  a  servant  authorized  merely  to  distrain  cattle  damage  feasant 
drives  cattle  from  the  highway  into  his  master's  close,  and  there  distrains 
them. 

Semayne's  case  is  a  distinct  authority  to  show  that  the  execution  itself 
is  valid,  although  the  ofiScers  may  be  liable  for  having  levied  it  in  an 
unlawful  manner.  A^  fi.  fa,  differs  from  a  ca.  sa.  in  this,  that,  in  the 
case  of  the  latter,  the  rights  of  third  parties  would  be  interfered  with  by 
^nnn-y  invalidating  the  execution:  and  it  may  *well  be  that  the  law 
-'  justifies  a  stricter  construction  in  the  case  of  a  ea.  sa.^  out  of 
regard  to  the  liberty  of  the  subject.  The  sheriff  could,  not  return  ntUla 
bona.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Why  not?]  He  had  in  fact  levied  the  money. 
The  plaintiff  has  had  the  advantage  of  the  payment,  in  discharge  of  the 
execution;  he  surely  cannot  be  allowed  to  have  it  in  the  shape  of 
damages  also. 

Wilktnsj  Serjt.,  and  Oleasbt/y  in  support  of  the  rule  obtained  by 
Townshend  and  Miles,,  and  JS.  JameSy  in  support  of  that  obtained  by 
Baker  and  Brown,  relied  principally  on  the  verdict  being  against  the 
weight  of  evidence,  and  the  damages  excessive.  Our.  adv.  vuU. 

GOLTMAN,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court.(a) 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass,  in  which  the  plaintiff  complained  of  the 
outer  door  of  his  house  having  been  broken  open,  and  his  goods  having 
been  seized,  and  of  his  having  been  compelled  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of 
money  to  induce  the  trespassers  to  withdraw  firom  his  house. 

The  defendants  severally  pleaded  not  guilty ;  and  the  defendant 
Slowman  also  pleaded  a  special  plea,  not  justifying  the  breaking,  but 
justifying  the  entry  and  seizure  of  the  goods  under  a  writ  of  fi.  fa. 
against  the  plaintiff;  the  plea  alleging  the  outer  door  of  the  house  to 
have  been  open  at  the  time  of  the  entry. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  with  750Z.  damages,  the  jury 
having  stated  that  the  sum  which  had  been  paid  to  induce  the  tres- 
passers to  withdraw,  was  included  in  that  amount  of  damages. 
^090-.  *A  rule  nisi  was  granted  for  a  new  trial,  upon  several  grounds, 
J  — ^first,  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence, — secondly,  upon 
affidavits, — thirdly,  upon  the  ground  of  excessive  damages.  The  rule 
also  called  upon  Uie  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  damages  should  not 
be  reduced  to  the  sum  of  5002.,  by  deducting  the  sum  which  had  been 
paid  to  the  defendant  Slowman ;  such  sum  being,  the  amount  of  the  levy 

(a)  WiLDli  C.  J.f  COLTMAK,  J.;  CRBSSWELLy  J.,  ttld  Y.  WlLLIAMS,  J. 
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endorsed  on  the  writ  of  fieri  facia%^  under  colour  of  which  the  parties 
had  committed  the  trespasses  complained  of. 

The  defendant  Slowman  also  obtained  a  rale  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  npon 
the  ground, — first,  that  the  verdict  against  him  was  not  supported  by  the 
evidence,  he  not  having  been  present  at  the  time  the  original  trespass 
was  committed,  by  breaking  open  the  outer  door, — secondly,  that  he  had 
not  made  himself  party  to  such  trespass,  by  any  subsequent  conduct, — 
thirdly,  that  no  subsequent  adoption  could,  in  point  of  law,  make  him 
responsible  as  a  party  to  the  original  trespass. 

Upon  the  discussion  of  the  rule  by  the  counsel  for  the  several  parties, 
the  evidence  given  at  the  trial  was  minutely  investigated  and  presented 
to  our  attention:  and,  upon  consideration  of  that  evidence,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  verdict  was  consistent  with  it,  and  that  the  rule  nisi 
ought  not  to  be  made  absolute,  upon  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was 
against  the  evidence. 

There  was,  no  doubt,  a  great  conflict  of  testimony  upon  the  trial,— 
positive  evidence  being  given  upon  both  sides ;  and  the  decision  depended 
upon  the  credit  to  be  given  to  the  different  witnesses:  and,  upon  an 
attentive  consideration  of  the  evidence,  it  is  clear  that  that  given  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  if  believed,  warranted  the  jury  in  giving  the  verdict 
which  they  found :  and,  as  the  credit  of  the  witnesses  was  a  matter  pecu* 
liarly  within  the  province  of  the  jury,  the  arguments  *urged  on  p^qoo 
the  part  of  the  defendants  have  not  satisfied  us  that  the  condusiou  ^ 
to  which  the  jury  came  was  erroneous ;  and  therefore  we  are  not  authorized 
to  set  aside  the  verdict  which  they  have  pronounced ;  and  we  are  of 
opinion  that  further  inquiry  would  not  be  likely  to  render  the  truth  of 
the  case  more  apparent. 

With  regard  to  the  affidavits  which  have  been  filed,  it  is  to  be  observed 
that  Burrows  and  Archer,  two  of  the  deponents,  were  called  upon  the 
trial,  and  might  have  been  examined  upon  the  matters  stated  in  their 
affidavit ;  and,  further,  that  it  appears  that  the  jury  did  not  adopt  the 
testimony  which  th^y  in  fact  did  give ;  and  the  affidavits  made  by  them 
do  not  furnish  any  grounds  for  disturbing  the  verdict. 

As  to  Cadwell,  the  other  deponent,  the  evidence  which  it  is  suggested 
he  would  give  upon  a  future  trial,  relates  to  alleged  declarations  by  Bates, 
of  the  same  import  as  those  which  had  been  imputed  to  him  by  several 
witnesses  examined  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  upon  the  trial ;  and  the 
verdict  shows  that  the  jury  gave  credit  to  Bates,  and  not  to  the  defend* 
ants*  witnesses.  And,  further,  it  is  not  stated  that  Cadwell  was  not  in 
attendance  upon  the  trial.  Considering,  therefore,  that  Bates's  credit  in 
regard  to  his  denial  of  the  same  expressions  as  are  sworn  to  by  Cadwell 
and  the  several  witnesses  already  examined  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
has  already  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  we  do  not  think  that  Cadwell's 
affidavit  furnishes  sufficient  ground  for  granting  a  new  trial. 

With  respect  to  the  damages  being  excessive,  ^•the  trespasses  com- 

VOL.  vni.— 27  s  2 
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plained  of  were  of  a  very  serious  nature ;  such  trespasses  having  been  com- 
mitted by  officers  of  the  law,  under  colour  of  the  law,  breaking  open  the 
outer  door  with  great  violence.  Such  conduct  is  calculated  to  lead  to 
^nnrcx  dangcrous  conflicts ;  and,  when  it  is  *proved,  to  the  satisfaction 
-^  of  a  jury,  to  have  taken  place,  the  proper  amount  of  damages  to 
be  awarded  must  depend  so  much  upon  the  general  circumstances,  that 
it  is  very  difficult  to  discover  any  standard  by  which  to  measure  the 
amount :  much  must  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  jury ;  and  the  court 
cannot  upon  the  present  occasion  perceive  any  ground  which  calls  upon 
it  to  set  aside  the  verdict  which  they  have  found,  upon  the  objection  to 
the  amount  of  damages. 

As  to  that  part  of  the  rule  which  asks  to  reduce  the  damages  by  the 
amount  of  the  levy  endorsed  on  the  writ  of  fieri  facia^j  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  the  only  plea  of  justification  under  the  writ  of  fi£ri  facias^ 
is  a  plea  which  alleges  that  the  defendants  entered  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  levy,  the  outer  door  being  open ;  and  that  allegation  was  a 
material  and  substantial  part  of  the  plea,  (a)  which  was  put  in  issue  by 
the  replication  de  injurid.  The  jury  by  their  verdict  found  that  allega- 
tion to  be  disproved ;  which  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict  upon  the 
issue  joined  on  that  plea :  and  the  only  other  plea  upon  the  record  was 
the  plea  of  not  guilty,  the  issue  upon  which  was  also  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff. The  defendants,  therefore,  could  not  avail  themselves  of  the  writ 
of  fieri  facias  under  the  plea  of  the  general  issue,  and  were,  upon  the 
state  of  the  record,  without  defence  in  regard  to  the  amount  exacted  to 
induce  them  to  withdraw  from  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff's  bouse  : 
the  jury  were  warranted  in  including  the  amount  so  exacted  in  the 
damages :  and  the  consequence  is,  that  there  is  no  ground  for  reducing 
the  verdict,  by  deducting  that  amount. 

*^^M       The  state  of  the  record  before  mentioned  renders  it  *unncces- 
-»  sary  to  consider  how  far,  and  to  what  extent,  a  levy  under  a  writ 
ef  fi.  fa,  can  be  justified,  where  properly  pleaded,  when  the  possession 
of  the  goods  has  been  illegally  obtained. 

The  remaining  point  relates  to  the  objections  urged  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  Slowman, — the  question  being,  whether  there  was  evidence 
proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  of  his  having  authorized  the  original 
trespass.  It  appears  by  the  evidence,  that  the  warrant  granted  by  the 
sheriff  of  Middlesex,  upon  the  writ  ot  fieri  fcunaa  against  the  plaintiff,  was 
directed  to  Slowman  and  his  partner.  Baker ;  and  that,  Slowman,  having 
heard  that  the  plaintiff  wished  to  postpone  the  execution  of  the  writ  for 
a  few  days,  in  order  that  he  might  apply  to  a  court  of  equity  for  an 
ii\junction,  he  informed  the  plaintiff's  attorney  that  he  would  forbear  to 
levy  under  the  writ  for  a  few  days,  provided  the  plaintiff  would  give  him 
202. ;  which  the  plaintiff's  attorney  refused  to  do.  It  further  appears, 
that,  after  Slowman's  partner.  Baker,  had  entered,  and  the  plaintiff  had 

(a)  Vide  Com.  Pig.  JPaMMtton  (C.  5);  Kerbey  v.  Denby,  1  M.  A  W.  3C6. 
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tendered  to  Baker,  under  protest,  the  amount  demanded,  Baker  declined 
to  accept  the  amount  of  the  levy,  or  to  withdraw,  without  the  assent  of 
Slowman ;  and  Slowman,  upon  application  to  him,  offered  to  withdraw 
the  men  in  possession,  provided  he  had  a  present  of  20L ;  and,  on  the 
Monday,  Slowman  received  the  amount,  tendered  to  him  also  under  pro- 
test, and  withdrew  the  men. 

We  think  these  facts  were  evidence  proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury 
upon  the  points  insisted  upon  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  viz.  that  Slow- 
man  assumed  and  took  upon  himself  the  control  and  direction  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  warrant,  and  authorized  the  illegal  mode  of  execution  that 
was  adopted.  And  we  think  there  is  no  sufficient  ground  for  saying  that 
the  conclusion  to  *which  the  jury  came  was  wrong :  and,  there-  r^cooo 
fore,  as  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  several  grounds  upon  which  *' 
the  rule  was  obtained,  have  failed,  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged.((i) 

(a)  Vide  BeynoldU  v.  Newton,  1  Gale  A  D.  163;  Aldridge  v.  Stanford,  3  M.  4;  G.  409. 
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The  jndges  who  usaally  sat  in  banco  during  this  term,  were — 

Wilde,  C.  J.  V.  Willuhs,  J« 

Maulb,  J.  Talfourd,  J. 


MEMORANDA. 

The  Hon.  Sir  Thomas  Goltmak,  one  of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  died  on  the  11th  of  July  last. 

On  the  28th  of  the  same  month,  Mr.  Serjt.  Talfourd  was  appointed  one 
of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  the  room  of  the  late  Mr. 
Justice  CoLTMAN.  He  shortly  afterwards  received  the  honour  of  knight- 
hood, and  took  his  seat  on  the  first  day  of  this  term. 


*334]  *COX  and  Another  v.  BEAVAN.    Nov.  8. 

Id  proceeding  to  oatlswry  after  final  Jadgment,  the  writ  of  allocatur  exigent  is  properly  tested  on 
the  day  of  the  retam  of  the  txigi/aciat,  and  need  not  bear  teste  upon  the  quarto  diejpoet. 

The  plaintiiTs  having  obtained  judgment  against  the  defendant,  issued 
a  ca.  so,  agamst  him  on  the  10th  of  November,  1848,  returnable  on  the 
2l8t  of  November. 
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A  writ  oC  ezigt  facias  was  afterwards  issued,  tested  the  24th  of  Novem- 
her,  and  returnable  on  the  11th  of  January,  1849.  The  exigi  facias  was 
filed  on  the  27th  of  January,  and  on  that  day  a  writ  of  allocatur  eodgewt 
issued,  bearing  teste  the  11th. 

Prideaux  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  writ  of  atlocor 
tur  exigent  and  subsequent  proceedings  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irre- 
gularity, with  costs,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  improperly  tested  on  the 
return  day  of  the  exigi  facias^  instead  of  on  the  quarto  die  post.  In 
Tidd's  Practice,  it  is  laid  down,(a)  that,  "  where  the  plaintiff  means  to 
proceed  to  outlawry,  the  capias  should  be  tested  on  the  quarto  die  post 
of  the  return  of  the  original,  the  alias  on  the  quarto  die  post  of  the 
return  of  the  capias^  and  the  pluries  on  the  quarto  die  post  of  the  return 
of  the  alias;  and  there  must  be  fifteen  days  at  least  between  the  teste 
and  return  of  each  writ ;"  and  that  the  writ  of  exigi  facias  ^^  should  be 
tested  on  the  quarto  die  post  of  the  return  of  the  pluries  capias  before^ 
or  of  the  capias  after  judgment."  The  practice  is  similarly  laid  down 
in  8  Bl.  Comm.  288.  And  this  view  seems  to  receive  confirmation  from 
the  6th  and  6th  sections  of  the  uniformity-of-process  act,  *2  W.  p^Qo- 
4,  c.  89.(6)  In  Taylor  v.  Waters,  2  B.  &  C.  858,  8  D.  &  R.  676,  L  ^^^ 
the  eosigent  was  returnable  on  the  17th  of  May,  and  the  allocatur  exigent^ 
which  was  issued  on  the  80th  of  May,  was  tested  on  the  quarto  die  postj 
which  was  the  last  day  of  Easter  term.  [Y.  Williams,  J.  The  form(c) 
of  the  ^allocatur  exigent  given  by  Mr.  Tidd,  is,  "  We  command  rj^^^w* 

you,  that,  allowing  those county  courts  (or,  if  in  London,  ■- 

**  those hustings")  at  which  C.  D.  was  demanded,  and  did  not 

(a)  9tli  edit  pp.  120, 133. 

(b)  The  5th  Mction  enaots,  thst,  "upon  the  nturn  of  n&n  €9t  tntenUu  as  to  aoj  defendent 
afainst  whom  rach  writ  of  eapiaa  shall  hare  been  lamed,*  aod  alio  upon  the  retorn  of  nom  eal 
imveniw  and  nuUa  bona  as  to  any  defendant  against  whom  saeh  writ  of  diHringas  as  hereinbe- 
fore mentioned  shall  have  •  issaed,  whether  snoh  writ  of  capias  or  dUtringoM  shall  have  issued 
against  snch  defendant  only,  or  against  snoh  defendant  and  any  other  person  or  persons,  it  shall 
be  lawfnl,  nntil  otherwise  provided  for,  to  proceed  to  outlaw  or  waire  snoh  defendant  by  writs  of 
exrfjfi/aeiaa  and  proclamation,  and  otherwise,  in  snoh  and  the  same  manner  as  may  now  be  law- 
fully done  upon  the  return  of  nan  etc  %nve>Uv9,  to  a  plurtM  writ  of  eapia§  ad  rttpondmdum  issued 
after  an  ori^nal  writ:  Prorided  always  that  every  snoh  writ  of  exigentf  proolamation,  and  other 
writ  subsequent  to  the  writ  of  eoptos  or  diHrittgoi,  shall  be  made  returnable  on  a  day  certain  in 
term ;  and  every  snoh  first  writ  of  txigetU  and  proolamation  shall  bear  teste  on  the  day  of  the 
return  of  the  writ  of  eopui*  or  dittringas,  whether  such  writ  be  returned  in  term  or  in  vacation ; 
and  every  subsequent  writ  ot  exigent  and  proclamation  shall  bear  teste  on  the  day  of  the  return  of 
the  next  preceding  writ;  and  no  such  writ  of  cajn'ot  or  dittringae  shall  be  sufficient  for  the  pur- 
pose of  outlawry  or  waiver,  if  the  same  be  returned  within  less  than  fifteen  days  after  the  delivery 
thereof  to  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  to  whom  the  same  shall  be  directed." 

And  the  0th  section  enacts,  that,  "after  judgment  given  in  any  action  commenced  by  writ  of 
summons  or  eapiae  under  the  anthori^  of  this  act^  proceeedings  to  outlawry  or  waiver  may  be 
had  and  taken,  and  Judgment  of  outlawry  or  waiver  given  in  such  manner  and  in  such  eases  as  may 
BOW  be  lawfully  done  after  judgment  in  an  action  commenced  by  original  writ :  Provided  always 
that  every  outlawry  or  waiver  had  under  the  authority  of  this  act  shall  and  may  be  vacated  or 
set  aside  by  writ  of  error,  or  motion,  in  like  manner  as  outlawry  or  waiver  founded  on  an  original 
writ  may  now  be  vacated  or  set  aside." 

(e)  Tidd's  Forms,  8th  edit  44.    And  see  Chittys  Forms,  fith  edit  531. 

*  Since  the  passing  of  the  1  4;  2  Vict  c.  110,  the  only  mode  of  proceeding  to  outlawry  is  upoft 
the  writ  of  dietringae. 
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appear,  as  you  have  ihi»  day  returned  to  Our  justices  at  Westminster, 
you  do  cause  the  said  G.  D.  to  be  further  demanded/'  &c.  Mauls,  J. 
In  Stowell  V.  Lord  Zouch,  Plowden,  871,  which  is  cited  in  2  Chitty's 
Archbold,(a)  Dyer  says :  '^  that,  if,  upon  the  exigent^  it  is  returned,  that 
the  party  is  quarto  exactus^  and  that  there  is  one  county  wanting,  and 
upon  this  another  writ  issues  alhcato  comitatUy  this  fifth  county  ought  to 
be  that  which  is  next  after  the  fourth,  for,  if  it  be  not,  but  if  the  day  of 
the  fifth  county  is  the  day  of  the  return  of  the  exigent^  or  %%  passed  before 
the  date  of  the  second  writy  or  if,  upon  other  accident,  the  county  at  which 
he  is  outlawed  be  not  the  next  after  the  fourth,  it  has  been  held  by  us  in 
the  Common  Bench  to  be  error ;  for,  a  time  commenced  ought  to  be  con- 
tinued without  intermission/'  Wilde,  C.  J.  The  defendant  is  not  bound 
to  appear  if  only  exacted  at  four  courts  or  hustings.  Your  main  argu- 
ment, therefore,  fails.]  The  direction  at  the  end  of  the  form  in  Tidd,  to 
make  the  teste  of  the  allocatur  exigent  ^^  the  day  of  the  return  of  the 
exigenty*  is  not  supported  by  any  authority :  and  there  certainly  is  no 
reason  why  the  allocatur  exigent  should  in  this  respect  be  different  from 
.any  of  the  other  proceedings. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  objection  to  the  writ  of  allo- 
catur exigent  in  this  case,  cannot  be  sustained.  The  only  direct  authority 
that  has  been  referred  to  on  the  subject,  is  the  form  in  Mr.  Tidd's  Ap- 
pendix, to  which  my  brother  Williams  called  our  attention,  and  which 
iaQ»T-i  expressly  shows  that  the  teste  of  *the  allocatur  exigent  is  to  be  the 
^  day  of  the  return  of  the  exigi  facias.  I  think  that  Mr.  Tidd  could 
hardly *haye  been  so  mistaken  as  to  introduce  the  formal  allegation  ^'as 
you  have  this  day  returned,''  &c.,  without  some  good  foundation. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refu8ed.(() 

(a)  8t)h  edit.  p.  1138. 

(ft)  In  proceedings  by  original  writ,  the  eapitu  not  being  retamable  on  a  day  certain,  tbe  flnt 
writ  of  exigent  could  not  bear  teste  of  a  day  earlier  than  that  on  which  the  court  became  Mifed 
of  the  proceedings,  by  the  actaal  return  of  the  capia$, — that  i»,  the  quarto  diepat.  But,  inas- 
much as  the  exigi  facias  was  returnable  on  a  day  certain,  the  aUoeatur  exigent  might,  and 
vsually  did,  bear  teste  of  the  actaal  return  day  of  the  exigi  faeiae* 
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la  case  against  the  defendants  for  disturbing  the  pUuntiiT  In  his  occupation  of  an  hoteU— 4h9 
defendants  pleaded  that  they  were  a  Joint-stock  company,  registered  pursuant  to  the  7  A  8 
Vict.  c.  110,  for  tbc  purpose  of  establishing  and  carrying  on  a  communication,  by  means  of 
steamboats,  between  England  and  cert^n  ports  of  Franee,  being  a  purpose  of  great  general 
and  public  utility  and  advantage;  that  it  waa  necessary  for  them,  for  the  put]K>se  of  carrying 
on  the  said  communication,  to  construct  and  repair  steamboats  and  other  ressels,  and  the 
machinery  thereof;  that  it  was  greatly  for  the  public  adrantage  that  the  said  construction  and 
repairs  of  the  said  steam  and  other  vessels  should  be  executed  at  some  conrenient  place  near 
to  the  port  of  F.,  because  the  same  ceuld  be  there  done  at  lesa  expense,  and  so  the  company 
would  be  enabled  to  charge  the  pubUo  lower  rates  or  fkrei ;  that  the  premisei  where  the  aUegei 
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nniBUieefl  wen  oommittedi  were  s  eonTeniont  place  near  to  F.  for  the  parpose  aforesaid;  and 
that  the  noieee,  Ac,  complained  of,  were  neoeeearily  and  nnaToidably  made  in  the  ezeoation 

.  of  each  repaire,  Ae, 

The  pliantiff  replied,  admitting  that  the  defendants  were  a  joint-stock  company  registered 
porsnant  to  the  statnte,  de  tnjvrid  8t$d  proprid  ahtque  retxduo  eatua  ;  and  added  the  similiter, 
and,  on  the  7th  of  Jnlj,  delivered  the  issue,  with  notice  of  trial  for  the  then  next  assises. 

On  the  17th  of  Jnlj,  the  defendants  gave  notice  that  they  had  struck  out  the  similiter,  and 
delivered  a  demurrer  to  the  replication,  on  the  ground  that,  the  pica  not  consisting  of  mere 
matter  of  excuse,  de  injurid  was  inapplicable.  On  the  29th,  a  Judge,  on  summons,  set  aside 
the  demurrer  as  frivolous,  and  ordered  that  the  issue  delivered  should  stand,  and  the  oaose  be 
tried  accordingly.    The  cause  was  tried,  and  the  pluntiff  obtained  a  verdict : — 

Held,  that  the  order  was  properly  made,  and  the  trial  regular. 

This  was  an  actioD  upon  the  case.  The  declaration  stated  that  the 
plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievances 
thereinafter  mentioned,  "^was  and  continued  possessed  of  a  mes-  r^cooo 
suage,  &o.y  in  the  county  of  Kent,  called  The  Royal  George  Hotel,  *" 
and  carried  on  the  trade  and  business  of  an  hotel-keeper ;  and  that  the 
defendants  were  possessed  of  certain  workshops,  buildings,  and  premises 
situate  near  the  said  messuage,  &c.,  of  the  plaintiff:  nevertheless,  that 
the  defendants,  contriving  and  intending,  &;c.,  to  interrupt,  disturb,  dis- 
quiet, and  annoy  the  plaintiff  and  his  family  in  the  peaceable  and  quiet 
possession  and  occupation  of  the  said  messuage,  &c.,  and  in  the  exercise 
therein  of  his  trade,  Ac,  op  the  20th  of  May,  1849,  and  on  divers  other 
days  and  times,  &c.,  wrongfully,  &c.,  made,  and  caused  to  be  made,  in 
and  upon  their  sud  workshops,  buildings,  and  premises,  divers  loud,^ 
heavy,  jarring,  stunning,  hammering,  and  battering  sounds  and  noises, 
to  wit,  in  the  working  of  iron,  and  in  making  and  repairing  divers  iron 
boilers,  funnels,  and  other  iron  vessels,  instruments,  and  things,  and  con- 
tinued, &c.,  for  divers  long  spaces  of  time,  and  at  unseasonable  hours  and 
times,  to  wit,  throughout  all  the  days  aforesaid ;  and  that,  by  means  of 
the  premises,  the  plaintiff  and  his  family  had  been  and  were  greatly 
disturbed  and  disquieted,  inconunoded,  interrupted,  and  annoyed  in  the 
peaceable  and  quiet  possession,  use,  occupation,  and  enjoyment  of  the 
said  messuage,  &c.,  and  the  said  messuage,  &c.,  of  the  plaintiff  had  been 
and  were,  by  means  of  the  several  premises  aforesaid,  greatly  lessened 
in  value ;  and  also  that,  by  means  of  the  several  premises,  the  plaintiff, 
for  and  during  all  the  time  ^aforesaid,  had  been  greatly  disturbed  r^ogo 
and  interrupted  in  his  said  trade  and  business,  and  divers,  to  wit, 
two  hundred,  guests,  who  would  otherwise  have  remained  and  resided  in 
his  said  hotel,  to  his  great  profit,  did,  by  reason  of  the  said  noises  and 
sounds,  quit  and  leave  the  same,  and  divers,  to  wit,  two  hundred,  other 
persons  who  would  have  otherwise  come  to  reside  at  his  said  hotel,  to  his 
great  profit,  did,  by  reason  of  the  said  noises  and  sounds,  abstain  from  so 
coming  to  reside  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  pre- 
mises, and  of  the  said  noises  and  sounds,  was  prevented  from  carrying 
on  and  exercising  his  said  trade  and  business  in  his  said  messuage,  &c., 
in  as  beneficial  and  profitable  a  manner  as  he  otherwise  might  and  could 
have  done,  kc* 
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The  defendants  pleaded, — ^first,  not  gmlty, — secondly,  that  the  plain* 
tiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  messuage,  &c.,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.,— 
thirdly,  that  the  defendants  were  not  possessed  of  the  said  workshops, 
buildings,  and  premises,  in  manner  and  form,  &c., — ^fourthly,  that,  before 
and  at  the  time,  &c.,  the  defendants  were,  and  from  thence  hitherto  had 
been,  and  still  continued,  a  joint-stock  company,  registered  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  a  certain  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  in  the 
eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  Her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  intituled  ^  An 
act  for  the  registration,  incorporation,  and  regulation  of  joint-stock  com- 
panies,' and  constituted  and  formed,  under  and  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  said  act,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and  carrying  on  a 
convenient  and  efficient  communication  by  means  of  steamboats  between 
the  several  ports  of  the  counties  of  Kent  and  Sussex,  approached  by  a 
certain  railway  called  The  South-Eastern  Railway,  and,  amongst  others, 
the  port  of  Folkstone,  in  the  county  of  Kent  aforesaid,  and  various  ports 
on  the  continent  of  Europe,  and,  amongst  others,  the  ports  of  Boulogne 
♦^101  ^^^  Calais,  in  France,  the  said  ^purpose  being  of  great  general 
-■  and  public  utility  and  advantage :  that,  during  aU  the  said  time 
in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned,  they  had,  according  to 
the  said  purpose,  carried  on,  and  still  did  carry  on,  a  convenient  and 
efficient  communication  between  the  said  several  ports,  by  means  of 
steamboats  and  other  vessels  used  by  the  defendants  for  the  conveyance 
and  transmission,  for  reasonable  hire  and  reward  to  the  defendukts  at 
certain  rates  and  fares  charged  and  demanded  by  the  defendants  in  that 
behalf,  of  passengers  and  goods  to  and  from  the  said  several  ports,  to  the 
great  advantage  of  the  public:  that,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  it 
becape  and  was  necessary  for  the  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
on  the  said  communication,  from  time  to  time  to  construct  divers  steam- 
boats and  other  vessels,  and  also  to  do  and  execute  divers  necessary 
repairs  of  the  said  steamboats  and  other  vessels,  and  of  the  machinery 
belonging  to,  and  connected  with,  the  same :  that,  during  all  the  said 
time,  it  was  greatly  for  the  public  advantage  that  the  said  construction 
of  the  said  steamboats  and  other  vessels,  and  the  said  repairs  of  the 
same,  should  be  carried  on,  done,  and  executed  at  some  convenient  place 
near  to  the  port  of  Folkstone  aforesaid,  because  the  same  respectively 
could  be  carried  on,  done,  and  executed  at  such  place,  at  a  much  less 
expense  to  the  defendants,  to  wit,  at  5000?.  less  annual  expense  to  the 
defendants,  than  would  have  been  necessarily  incurred  by  them  in  car- 
rying on,  doing,  and  executing  the  same  respectively  at  a  place  not  near 
to  the  said  port  of  Folkstone  aforesaid,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  defend- 
ants were  enabled  to  charge  and  demand  upon  and  from  the  public 
cheaper  and  less  rates  and  fares  for  such  conyeyance  and  transmission  of ' 
passengers  and  goods  to  and  from  the  said  several  ports  as  thereinbefore 
^Q  mentioned,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  5000Z.  annually  less  than  they 
-■  would  othenfise  necessarily  *have  charged  and  demanded  as  rea- 


8  MANNINO,  ORANOER,  ft  SCOTT.  S41 

sonable  rates  and  fares  in  that  behalf:  that  the  said  workshops,  build* 
ings,  and  premises  of  the  defendants  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  were 
a  convenient  place  near  to  the  port  of  Folkstone  for  the  carrying  on  and 
doing  and  executing  of  the  construction  of  the  said  steamboats  and  other 
vessels,  and  of  the  said  repairs  of  the  same  as  aforesaid,  and  that  there 
was  no  other  place  near  to  the  port  of  Folkstone  aforesaid  equally  con- 
venient for  the  said  purpose :  that,  during  the  said  time  in  the  introduce 
tory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  ftc,  and  on  other  days  from 
time  to  time  as  occasion  required,  they  did,  in  the  said  workshops,  build- 
ings, and  premises  of  the  defendants  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  con- 
struct divers,  to  wit,  fifty  steamboats  and  other  vessels,  and  also  there 
did  and  executed  divers  necessary  repairs  in  and  upon  the  same,  and  in 
and  upon  divers,  to  wit,  one  hundred  other  steamboats  and  other  vessels 
of  the  defendants,  to  be  used  by  the  defendants  for  the  said  purpose 
thereinbefore  mentioned,  and  for  no  other  purpose,  constructing,  doing, 
and  executing  the  same  respectively  in  a  reasonable  and  proper  manner, 
und  at  reasonable  and  proper  times  and  hours,  to  wit,  during  the  day- 
time, making  no  unnecessary  noise  and  disturbance,  and,  in  so  doing,  did 
necessarily  make  the  said  loud,  heavy,  jarring,  stunning,  hammering,  and 
battering  sounds  and  noises  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  same  being 
necessary  and  unavoidable,  therein,  and  not  in  any  unnecessary  or  unrea- 
sonable degree, — ^verification.  There  were  other  pleas,  to  which  it  is 
unnecessary  more  particularly  to  advert. 

To  the  fourth  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that,  although,  true  it  was  that 
the  defendants  were  and  continued  a  joint-stock  company  registered  pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute,  and  constituted  and  formed 
under  and  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  as  *in  the  rn^oAo 
said  fourth  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned ;  yet  that  the  defend- 
ants, of  their  own  wrong,  and  without  the  residue  of  the  cause  by  them 
in  the  said  fourth  plea  alleged,  committed  the  grievances  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  alleged,— con- 
cluding to  the  country. 

The  plaintiff's  attorneys,  having  added  a  similiter,  delivered  the  issue 
on  the  13th  of  July,  1849,  with  a  notice  of  trial  for  the  next  assizes  at 
Maidstone.  The  defendants'  attorneys,  on  the  17th,  gave  notice  that 
they  had  struck  out  the  similiters  to  the  replications  to  the  fourth,  fifth, 
and  last  pleas,  and  demurred  to  the  replication  to  the  fourth  plea,  on  the 
ground  that,  the  plea  not  setting  up  mere  matter  of  excuse  for  the  com- 
mitting of  the  grievances  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  replication 
de  injurid  was  inappropriate.  In  the  margin  of  the  demurrer  was  the 
usual  note, — "  the  grounds  of  demurrer  are  specially  stated  in  the  body 
of  it." 

On  the  18th  of  July,  the  plaintiff's  attorneys  took  out  a  summons 
before  Lord  Denman,  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  show  cause  why  the 
demurrer  should  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  no  sufficient  state- 

VOL.  VIII.— 28  T 
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ment  appeared  in  the  demurrer,  or  the  margin  thereof,  of  any  matter  of 
law  intended  to  be  argned,  and  that  such  demurrer  and  statement  were 
frivolons;  and  why  the  issue  already  delivered,  and  notice  of  trial, 
should  not  stand.  And  on  the  19th,  his  loidehip  made  an  order  in  the 
terms  of  the  summons* 

On  the  same  day  (the  19th)  the  defendants'  attorneys  took  out  a  8um<> 
mons  to  rescind  that  order,  which  was.  attended  before  Lord  Dknmak  on 
the  following  day, — when  his  lordship,  conceiying  the  demurrer  to  be  firi* 
"volous,  dismissed  the  summons :  whereupon  the  defendants'  attorneys  gave 
notice  to  the  plainti£f 's  attorneys,  that,  if  the.  plaintiff  proceeded  to  trial, 
he  would  do  so  at  his  p^ril,  and  that  the  defendants  would  move  the  court  in 
^nAQ-x  '^the  ensuing  term  to  set  aside  the  order  of  the  19th  of  July  and 
-^  any  trial  or  other  proceedings  which  might  be  had  or  taken  under 
or  in  pursuance  thereof,  and  to  restore  the  defendants'  demurrer. 

The  cause  was  taken  as  undefended,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plain* 
tiff,  with  151.  damages. 

WiUes  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  order  of  Lord  Dbk* 
MAN,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings.  Independently  of  th^  question 
whether  the  demurrer  was  frivolous  or  not,  the  trial  was  irregular, — ^there 
having  been  no  issue  joined  with  the  assent  of  both  parties.  The  learned 
-judge  had  no  power  to  fetter  the  defendants  in  the  way  he  has  assumed 
to  do :  the  proper  course  would  have  been,  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  sign 
judgment,  if  he  thought  the  demurrer  frivolous.  The  demurrer,  however, 
was  not  frivolous.  The  objection  to  the  replication  appears  to  have  been, 
thut  the  general  replication  de  injurid  was  inapplicable  to  a  plea  which 
•did  not  set  up  mere  matter  of  excuse,  but  amounted  to  a  denial  (though 
possibly  an  argumentative  denial)  of  the  matters  alleged  in  the  declaration. 
[Maulb,  J.  And  therefore  was  a  plea  that  should  have  been  demurred 
to,  as  affording  no  answer  to  the  action  at  all.  The  King  t^.  Russell,  6 
B.  k  C.  566,  9  D.  4;  R.  666.] 

Wilde,  C.  J.    It  strikes  me  that  the  order  of  Lord  Dsnhan  was, 

under  the  circumstances,  quite  correct.    When  the  issue  was  delivered, 

it  was  competent  to  the  defendants  to  strike  out  the  similiter.    They  do 

so,  and  then  demur  to  the  replication  to  the  fourth  plea.     The  plaintiff, 

'thinking  the  demurrer  frivolous,  applies  to  Lord  Dbnman  to  strike  out 

the  demurrer,  and  leave  the  record  as  it  stood  before.    The  defendants 

^^ .  .  insist  before  *the  learned  judge  upon  their  right  to  retain  their 

-'  demurrer.     He  thinks  they  afe  not  entitled  to  it,  and  makes  an 

.  order  accordingly,  directing  the  trial  to  proceed  upon  the  issue  as  delivered. 

The  defendants  then  give  a  written  notice,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  proceeds 

to  trial  upon  that  order,  they  will  move  to  set  it  aside,  and  to  restore  the 

demurrer.     No  offer  was  made  of  any  judgment,  as  is  now  suggested  (by 

-way  of  after-thought)  to  have  been  the  proper  course :  the  judge  and  the 

plaintiff  weve  entirely  misled* 

Mauli,  J.    I  agnee  with  my  lord  chief  jostioe  that  there  ia  no  grouMl 
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foi^  this  applioation.     I  also  agree  that  the  demurrer  was  frivolous.     The* 
plea  was  a  plea  in  ezottsey(a)  and  not  in  denial,-Hsetting  up  a  reason,  and 
a  bad  one,  for  doing  that  which  was  complained  of  in  the  declaration. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refused.(i) 

(a)  See  Crogate's  ease,  8  Go.  Rep.  66, 1  Smith's  Leading  Oases,  53. 

(6)  The  plea  states  that  the  operations  oomplalned  of,  miubUd  tho  defendants  to  charge  and  de-^ 
mand  from  the  pablio  less  rates  and  fSuros;  but,  whether  any  benefit  had  arisen,  or  was  likely  to 
arise,  to  the  public,  does  not  distinctly  appear. 
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On  the  iota  of  March,  1847,  A.  employed  B.,  a  share-broker  aM  member  of  the  London  Stook- 
Exchaoge,  to  sell  for  him  certain  documents  which  purported  to  be  scrip  or  certificates,  each  for 
fifty  shares,  in  a  projected  railway  eoApany.  On  the  27th  B.  sold  these  oertifloatos  to  C,  anA 
handed  over  the  proceeds  to  A.  The  certificates  being  subseqaently  found  to  be  forged,  B.  was»- 
on  the  llth  of  May,  called  upon  and  obliged  to  pay  (pursuant  to  a  resolution  of  a  committee  of 
the  Stock-Exchange)  to  C.  a  certain  agreed  value  as  for  genuine  certificates  of  that  company, 
and  which  considerably  exceeded  the  price  for  which  he  had  sold  the  spurious  certificates. 

Im  an  action  by  B.  against  A.  to  recover  the  sum  so  paid  by  him  to  C,  the  declaration  contained, 
a  special  count  averring  a  promise  by  A.  that  the  certificates  were  genuine,  and  a  count  for 
money  paid.  Upon  the  latter  count,  A.  paid  into  court  the  sum  he  had  received  on  the  origi- 
nal sale*  with  interest: — 

Held,  that  B.  was  not  entitled  to  recover  upon  the  special  count,  there  being  no  promise,  express 
or  implied,  that  the  certificates  were  genuine ;  and  that,  under  the  count  for  money  paid,  fi. 
was  only  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  actoally  paid  by  him  to  A. 

Held,  also,  that  the  resolution  of  the  committee  of  the  Stock-Exchange,  made  after  the  trans- 
action was  completed,  however  it  might  bind  the  members  of  tluit  body,  could  not  affect  A. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration 
stated  that  the  plaintifis,  before  and  during  all  the  times  thereinafter 
mentioned,  had  carried  on,  and  still  did  carry  on,  the  trade  or  business 
of  share-brokers,  in  co-partnership  together ;  and  that  thereupon,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  12th  of  May,  1846, 
in  consideration  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  brokers,  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  would  for  certain  reasonable  reward  to  be  therefore  paid  to 
the  plaintiffs  as  brokers  as  aforesaid  by  the  defendant  in  that  behalf,  sell 
for  the  defendant  and  on  his  account,  certain,  to  wit,  5000,  scrip  or  cer- 
tificates for  shares,  purporting  to  be  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  in  a 
certain  company,  to  wit,  ^'  The  Buckinghamshire,  Oxford,  and  Bletchloy 
Junction  Railway  Company,"  at  the  best  market  price  to  be  then  obtained 
for  the  same,  the  defendant  then  promised  the  plaintifis,  as  such  brokers 
as  aforesaid,  that  the  said  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  were  genuine 
scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  in  that  ^company,  and  issued  by  r^iOAQ 
them  the  said  company :  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  brokers  as  afore- 
said, confiding  in  the  promise  of  the  defendant,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  received  and  took  from  the  defendant 
the  said  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares,  purporting  as  aforesaid,  and,  as 
brokers  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  cby  and  yean  aforesaid, 
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gold  and  disposed  of  the  same  as  genuine  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares 
ia  the  said  companj,  and  issaed  bj  the  said  company,  to  diyers  per* 
sons,  at  certain  reasonable,  and  the  best  market  prices  to  be  then  obtained 
for  the  same,  for  and  on  account  of  the  defendant,  to  wit,  the  market 
price,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  4927«  10«.  6d.,  paid  by  the  said  pur- 
chasers thereof  to  the  plaintiffs  as  such  brokers,  and  which  last-men- 
tioned sum  of  money  the  plaintiffs  thereupon  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  paid  over  to  the  defendant, — ^being  the  purchase^ 
money  on  the  sale  of  the  said  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  so  delivered 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintifis :  yet  that  the  defendant  did  not  perform 
or  regard  his  said  promise,  but  then  deceived  and  defrauded  the  plain- 
tiffs, in  this,  to  wit,  that  the  said  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  purport- 
ing to  be  such  in  the  said  company,  were  not,  nor  were  any  of  them, 
genuine  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  in  the  said  company,  and  issued  by 
the  said  railway  company ;  but  that,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  same,  and 
every  of  them,  were  forged,  false,  spurious,  and  invalid  scrip  or  certifi- 
cates for  shares,  and  of  no  use,  interest,  or  value  in  the  said  company,  and 
of  no  use,  interest,  or  value  whatever  to  the  said  purchasers  of  the  same  as 
aforesaid.    The  count  then  proceeded  to  state,  that  afterwards,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  May,  1846,  the  said 
purchasers  of  the  said  false  scrip  from  the  plaintiffs,  as  brokers  as  afore* 
said,  as  genuine  as  aforesaid,  ascertained,  as  the  fact  was  and  is,  that 
^_^.   '*'the  said  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  delivered  by  the  defend- 
-^  ant  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  brokers  as  aforesaid,  were  and  are  forged» 
false,  spurious,  and  invalid  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  in  the  said  com- 
pany, and  were  not,  nor  were  any  one  of  them,  issued  by  the  said  com- 
pany, or  by  their  authority ;  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  the  said  purchasers  of  the  same  from  the  plaintiffs, 
as  brokers  as  aforesaid,  called  on  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  brokers  as  afore- 
said, according  to  the  law  and  usage  in  that  behalf,  to  repay  to  them  the 
said  sums  of  money  or  prices  aforesaid,  amounting,  to  wit,  to  4927.  10«. 
6dL,  together  with  certain  large  damages  which  they  then  claimed  and 
demanded  of  and  from  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  brokers,  and  which  the  said 
purchasers  had  incurred  and  lost  by  reason  of  the  said  premises,  and 
together  with  certain  large  damages  which  they  then  claimed  and  de- 
manded of  and  from  the  plaintiffs,  by  reason  of  the  premises  aforesaid, 
for  divers  large  sums  and  moneys  which  they  the  said  purchasers  had 
lost  and  would  have  obtained  and  gained,  on  the  rise  of  the  market  price 
and  value  of  genuine  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  in  the  said  company, 
issued  by  them  the  said  company,  amounting  to  a  large  sum,  to  wit, 
1300/.,  and  which  the  plaintiffs  were  then  forced  and  obliged  to  pay  to 
the  said  purchasers,  by  reason  of  the  said  scrip  or  certificates  turning 
out^  as  the  fact  was  and  is,  false  and  spurious  as  aforesaid,  according  to 
law  and  usage  in  that  behalf:  and  that  the  moneys  so  paid  by  them  to 
the  said  purchasers  were  less  than  were  required  or  were  necessary  or 
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miffioient  to  enable  the  said  purchasers,  or  the  plaintifis,  to  replace  to 
them  the  purchasers  genuine  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  in  ^e  said 
company,  and  issued  by  the  said  railway  company,  by  purchasing  equal 
numbers  respectively  of  genuine  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares,  at  such 
prices  as  it  was  then  possible  for  them  respectively  to  purchase  the  same. 

*The  declaration  also  contained  a  count  for  money  paid,  money  p^oj^n 
had  and  received,  and  interest,  and  a  count  for  money  due  upon  '- 
an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — ^first,  to  the  first  count,  non  assumpsit, — 
secondly,  to  the  same  count,  that  the  said  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares 
were  genuine  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  in  the  said  company,  and 
were  issued  by  the  said  company ;  concluding  also  to  the  country, — 
thirdly,  as  to  the  causes  of  action  in  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  counts 
mentioned,  so  far  as  they  related  to  the  said  sum  of  4927.  10«.  6(2.,  parcel, 
&c.,  that  the  plaintiffs  ought  not  further  to  maintain  their  action  in 
respect  thereof,  because  the  defendant  brought  into  court  492Z.  10s.  6d. 
ready  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  defendant  said  that  the  plain- 
tiffs had  not  sustained  damages  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of 
492Z.  10s.  6d.  in  respect  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  introductory  part 
of  that  plea  mentioned ;  verification,  &c., — fourthly,  as  to  the  residue  of 
the  causes  of  action  in  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  counts  mentioned, 
and  not  before  pleaded  to,  non  assumpsit. 

The  plaintiffs  joined  issue  on  the  first,  second,  and  fourth  pleas ;  and, 
as  to  the  third,  replied  by  taking  out  of  court  the  492^  10s.  6d.y  in  satis- 
faction and  discharge  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  second,  third,  and 
fourth  counts  respectively  mentioned,  so  far  as  they  related  to  that  sum. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  Wildb,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in 
London  after  Hilary  term,  1847,  when  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the 
plaintiffs  for  1S007.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the  follow- 
ing case : — 

The  plaintiffs  are  stock  and  share-brokers,  and  members  of  the  Stock- 
Exchange  in  London.  The  defendant  is  a  bill-discounter  in  London :  he 
is  not  a  member  of  the  Stock-Exchange. 

On  the  9th  of  March,  1846,  a  person  applied  to  the  *defend-  p^o^q 
ant,  requesting  him  to  make  an  advance  of  money  by  way  of  ■- 
loan,  upon  the  security  of  certain  instruments  purporting  to  be  certificates 
of  certain  shares  issued  by  The  Buckinghamshire,  Oxford,  and  Bletchley 
Junction  Railway  Company,  and  which  were  in  the  form  set  out  at  the 
end  of  the  case, — each  certificate  purporting  to  relate  to  fifty  shares. 

On  the  10th  of  March,  1846,  the  defendant  took  one  of  the  instru- 
ments so  offered  as  the  security  for  the  advance,  to  the  plaintiff's  office, 
and  inquired  of  Melhado,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  if  the  instrument  was  good. 
Mr.  Melhado  said  it  was  good,  but  to  satisfy  the  defendant  he  would  go 
into  the  market,  and  inquire  if  it  was  good.     He  did  so,  and  returned  and 

t2 
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said  ^'it  is  good — ^it  is  all  right ;"  or,  as  the  witness  believed  the  words 
were,  '^it  is  all  right." 

The  defendant,  after  receiring  this  information,  on  the  same  day,  made 
the  required  advance  npon  the  security  of  the  said  certificates, — ^being 
the  same  as  those  sold  by  the  plaintiflb  for  the  defendant,  as  hereinafter 
mentioned. 

On  the  27th  of  March,  1846,  the  defendant  employed  the  plaintiffs  to 
sell  for  him  the  ten  certificates  upon  which  the  defendant  had  made  the 
advance  of  money  under  the  circumstances  before  mentioned ;  and  the 
defendant  delivered  the  certificates  to  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose. 

The  plaintiffs  sold  the  ten  certificates  according  to  the  defendant's- 
orders,  and  paid  him  the  balance  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales,  after  de^ 
ducting  the  commission  payable  in  respect  of  the  sale* 

The  gross  proceeds  were, JB487  10  0 

Commission  deducted, 15  12  6 


Net  proceeds  paid  by  plaintiffs  to  defendant,     .        .     £  471  17  6 


^„  ..  *K  part  of  the  certificates,  that  is  to  say,  four  certificates,  were 
-'  sold  by  the  plaintiiis  to  Grisewood  k  Co.,  three  to  John  Jones,  and 
one  to  J.  Starling,  who  were  all  members  of  the  Stock-Exchange ;  and 
the  sales  were  made  to  them  in  the  Stock-Exchange.  Other  part  of  the 
said  certificates,  that  is  to  say,  two,  were  sold  to  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Miles,  who  was  not  a  member  of  the  Stock-Exchange ;  and  the  sale  was 
not  made  to  him  in  the  Stock-Exchange. 

After  the  sales,  suspicion  arose  in  the  share-market,  that  forged  cer- 
tificates purporting  to  refer  to  shares  issued  by  the  before-mentioned 
company,  were  in  circulation ;  and  that  suspicion  was  followed  by  an 
exhibition  at  the  ofiice  of  the  company  of  numerous  certificates :  and  the 
ten  certificates  sold  by  the  plaintifis  as  above  stated,  among  many  others, 
were  found  to  be  forgeries. 

In  consequence  of  the  discovery  of  the  forgeries,  a  committee  was 
appointed  by  the  subscribers  of  the  Stock-Exchange,  to  deliberate  and 
determine  what  was  proper  to  be  done  among  the  parties  who  had  had 
transactions  and  dealings  in  that  establishment,  relating  to  such  forged 
certificates :  and  that  committee  adopted  and  published  the  following  reso- 
lution upon  the  subject : — 

^^  That  the  holders  of  shares  of  The  Buckinghamshire  Railway  Com- 
pany, which  have  been  declared  by  the  company  to  be  spurious,  shall 
have  the  right  to  demand  of  the  sellers  thereof  genuine  shares  in  exchange, 
or,  until  such  can  be  procured,  to  pay  for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  2U  12». 
per  share  (10«.  premium) ;  such  amount  to  be  retained  until  genuine  shares 
are  delivered.'' 

By  the  regulations  and  practice  of  the  Stock-Exchange,  all  brokers. 
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although  the  J  may,  in  fact,  be  dealing  for  others  as  principals,  are  deemed 
to  be  principals,  and  liable  as  such ;  and  are  required  to  meet  the  respon- 
sibilities they  so  incur,  under  pain  of  expulsion. 

'^'The  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Stock-Exchange  profess  to  r^icor-f 
apply  only  to  members  of  the  establishment,  and  to  transactions 
taking  place  within  such  establishment. 

A  copy  of  the  rules  and  regulations  accompanies  this  case,  and  is 
signed  by  the  respective  attorneys;  and  they  may  be  referred  to  by 
either  side,  in  the  argument,  so  f ar  aa  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
either  party  is  entitled  by  law  to  use  them  against  the  other,  but  no  fur- 
ther,— their  being  produced  to  the  court  by  consent,  not  to  be  deemed  to 
iiftport  a  consent  or.  admission  entitling  either  party  to  use  or  refer  to 
them,  except  so  far  as  by  law  they  may. 

After  the  discovery  of  the  forgeries,  the  plaintifis  were  called  upon  by 
the  respective  purehaaers,  to  refund  the  purchase-money,  or  to  indemnify 
.them  from  loss :  whereupon  the  plaintiffs  called  upon  the  defendant,  as 
their  principal^  for  instructions  and  indemnity ;  and  the  following  •corre- 
spondeace  took  place  between  them  :-— 

London,  9th  May,  1846. 

"  Leon  Solomon,  Esq.,  Jermyn  St. 

'*  Dear  Sir, — In  addition  to  our  personal  communications  with  yoa 
upon  the  subject,  we  deem  it  necessary  to  inform  you  that  500  scrip 
shares  in  the  Buckinghamshire  Railway  Company,  which  you  delivered 
to  us  for  sale  on  the  27th  of  March,  numbered  as  at  foot,  and  which  we 
passed  into  the  market,  have  been  found  to  be  spurious  documents,  not 
issued  from  the  office  of  the  company ;  and  that  they  will  be  brought 
back  to  us  with  a  claim  from  the  purchasers  for  authentic  scrip  certifi- 
cates, which  we  shall  immediately  be  compelled  to  meet  on  your  account, 
by  the  delivery  of  good  and  undoubted  documents.  We  would  strongly 
urge  you,  therefore,  at  once  to  give  us  authority  to  purchase  on  your 
account  the  number  of  proper  shares,  while  the  '''price  of  them  r«Qga 
continues  low ;  as,  otherwise,  we  may  be  forced  to  do  so  at  a  high 
price,  the  whole  loss  of  which  falls  upon  yourself,  as,  of  course,  we  look 
to  you,  from  whom  we  received  the  spurious  documents,  to  bear  us  harm- 
less in  the  transaction.  We  earnestly  recommend  your  immediate  atten- 
tion to  this  matter,  as  the  premium  on  Buckinghamshire  shares  is  hourly 
on  the  increase.  '*  Tours  faithfully, 

(Signed)  "Westropp,  Prinsbpp,  &  Melhado." 

« No.  22,951  @  23,000  -  -  60. 

40,401  @  40,450  -  -  60. 

22,901  @  22,960  -  -  60. 

40,101  @  40,160  .  *  60. 

22,861  @  22,900  -  -  60. 

40,061  ®  40,100  .  -  60- 
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22,601  @  22,650  -  -  50. 

40,701  @  40,750  --  -  60. 

40,501  @  40,550  -  -  60. 

22,551  @  22,600  -  -  50." 

No  answer  was  sent  16  that  letter :  and,  on  the  11th  of  May,  1846, 
the  plaintiffs  delivered  to  the  defendant  the  following  letter  : — 

"  75  Old  Broad  St.,  11  May,  1846. 

^^  Leon  Solomon,  Esq.,  66  Jermyn  St^ 

"  Dear  Sir, — ^With  reference  to  our  letter  of  Saturday's  date,  we  hare 
now  to  inform  you  that  we  have  been  called  upon  by  the  parties  who 
received  your  Buckinghamshire  scrip  from  us,  to  deliver  to  them  good  and 
authentic  scrip  in  lieu  of  those  which  have  been  proved  at  the  office  of 
the  company  to  be  spurious.  We  have,  therefore,  to  inform  you  that  it 
has  become  absolutely  necessary  for  you  to  authorize  us  to-morrow  to 
purchase  such  shares  on  your  account,  to  enable  us  to  deliver  them. 
And  we  request  you  will  put  us  in  funds  for  the  purpose,  as,  by  the  rules 


* 
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of  our  market,  we  shall  '*'not  be  able  to  put  off  the  claim.     We 


must  particularly  request  that  you  will  favour  us  with  your  answer 
before  twelve  o'clock, — in  fact,  the  earlier  the  better, — ^as  it  is  possible 
the  market  may  be  more  unfavourable  for  your  interests  than  at  present. 
They  were  done  to-day  at  f  premium. 

"  Yours  faithfully, 
(Signed)    "  Westbopp,  Prinsepp,  &  Mblhado." 

The  defendant  refused  to  give  any  instructions  or  indemnity ;  and  the 
plaintiffs  afterwards,  yielding  to  the  demands  made  upon  them  by  the 
respective  purchasers  of  such  forged  certificates,  paid  certain  sums  of 
money  by  way  of  damage  or  compensation  to  such  respective  purchasers, 
such  payments  being  calculated  and  adjusted  upon  the  principle  laid 
down  in  the  resolution  of  the  Stock-Exchange  committee ;  and  which 
payments  amounted  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  1300Z.,  that  is  to  say. 
To  Grisewood  &  Co.,  who  were,  as  before  stated,  mem- 
bers of  the  Stock-Exchange,  and  in  respect  of  sales      £    %.  d. 
made  to  them  in  the  Stock-Exchange       -        -r        -     520   0   0 
To  Mr.  John  Jones,  like  member  of  the  Stock-Exchange    260  0   0 
To  J.  Starling,        -        do  -  do.  -     260   0   0 

To  Mr.  Miles,  the  sum  of         -  -  -  -    260   0  0 

It  is  to  be  taken  as  an  undoubted  fact,  that  both  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
defendant  acted  throughout,  up  to  the  time  of  the  forgeries  being  dis- 
covered by  inquiry  at  the  office  of  the  company  long  after  the  sales,  in 
the  belief  that  the  certificates  referred  to,  were  genuine  available  certi- 
ficates, duly  issued  by  the  company  mentioned  therein. 
^Q  -  *The  forgeries  were  so  well  executed  as  to  excite  no  suspicion, 
-■  and  passed  currently  in  the  market  with  genuine  scrip. 
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The  defendant  has  paid  into  coart  the  sum  of  4922. 108.  M. 
The  instnitnents  referred  to  were  in  the  form  following;  and  each 
jmrported  to  apply  to  fifiy  riiiures : — 

"  1845.  "  Buckinghamshire  Railway, 

**  Scrip.  "  (and  Oxford  and  Bletchley  Junction). 

"  Proviiwnally  regigtered. 
''  Capital  £2,250,000,  in  shares  of  £20  each. 
"  Deposit,  £2  2  0  per  share 
«  No.  22,601  to  22,650.     The  holder  of  this  Toncher  is  entitled  to     . 

"Fifty  Shares 
in  the  above  undertaking,  he  having  signed  the  subscribers'  agreement 
and  parliamentary  contract,  paid  the  deposit  as  above,  and  agreed  to 
pay  all  calls  in  respect  of  the  said  shares. 

"  By  order  of  the  provisional  committee  of  management, 

^*W.  Habbino,  Secretary." 

The  prices  of  genuine  scrip  on  the  27th  of  March,  1846,  and  thence 
up  to  the  16th  of  May  following,  were  as  follows, — £20  per  share, 
2Z.  2«.  paid : — 

''  March  27.    U.  to  12.  b%.  diaeomit. 

'*  28.     XL  to  17«.  6d.  discount,  and  ao  continued  to  the  let  of 
April. 

''April  1.     IL2$.  6d.  to  15«.  discount. 

<«  From  April  1  to  April  24,  the  price  fluetoated  from  IL  fit.  to  1&. 
discount. 

<<  From  April  24  to  April  28,  nothing  appears  to  have  been  done  in 
them. 

'*  April  28.  Prices  quoted  at  from  12a.  M.  to  15t.  discoont. 
*''  29.  Prices  quoted  at  from  129.  ^d.  to  69.  dieooimt. 


li 


"80.  At  par.  t*^^ 

'^  81.  At  par.     I9.  to  59.  discount. 
"  May  2.  At  par,  to  29.  6<2.  discount. 
^'4.  At  par,  to  59.  premium. 
May  4  to  8.  Prices  fluctuated  between  par  and  79.  6d.  premium. 
''  8.  From  17.  29.  6d.  to  IO9.  premium. 
'*  9.  From  IL  to  129.  6d.  premium. 
'^  11.  From  179.  6(2.  to  IO9.  premium. 
'^  12.  At  IO9.  premium. 
'^May  18.  From  IO9.  to  59.  premium. 
'^  14,  15.  At  IO9.  premium. 

"16.  From  59.  to  IO9.  premium:  and  they  went  gradually 
down  to  discount." 
The  court  is  to  adopt  such  inferences  of  fact  from  the  statements  in 
the  case,  as  it  may  think  a  jury  ought  or  might  properly  have  drawn. 
The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, — whether  thjd  plaintiff; 
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are  entitlel  to  mbotw  «|»i»8t  tbe  defttdasfc  aoay,  and,  if  tsnf^  mkmJk  turn 
iif  mtefj^  ^eseaediiig  Am  am^ont  paid  unto  oonrt.  If  the  oocirt  flkdl  be 
of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffii  are  entitled  to  recover,  then  a  Tordtet  ia  to 
be  entered  for  the  plaintiffa  for  auch  snm,  on  aneh  connts,  and  <m  anch 
issnea,  as  the  court  shall  direct.  If  the  court  shall  think  the  plaindfBi 
are  not  entitled  to  recoyer  A^y  snm  beyond  the  amount  paid  into  conrt, 
then  a  nonsuit  to  be  'entered. 

Soffgmsj  for  the  plaintiflb,(a)  Under  the  chraamstances  stated  in  this 
^j.  _-  caeei  the  plidntiffii  are  entitled  to  "^call  iipMi  the  defendant  for  a 
-I  full  indemnity.  The  case,  in  effect,  reBolves  itself  into  one  of 
principal  and  agent  The  general  rule  of  law  is  thus  laid  down  by  Br. 
Story :  (&)  ^'  If  an  agent  has,  without  his  own  default,  incurred  losses  or 
damages,  in  the  course  of  transacting  the  busineBS  of  his  agency,  or  in 
following  the  instructions  of  his  principal^  he  will  be  entitled  to  fall  com- 
pensation ikerefor,(«)  IHius,  for  example,  if  an  agent,  in  consequence 
of  a  deception  practised  upon' him  by  his  principal,  and  in  pursuance  of 
orders,  innocently  makes  a  false  representation  of  the  quality  of  the  goods 
of  his  principal,  and  he  is  compelled  to  pay  damages  to  a  purchaser  on  ac- 
count thereof,  he  will  be  entitled  to  a  full  remuneration  from  the  princi- 
palt(i)  So,  if  an  agent  has  innocently,  and  without  any  noticoof  an  adverse 
tifle,  eOAverted  the  property  of  « third  person,  ander  the  direction  or  au- 
thority of  his  principal,  claiming  it  as  owner,  and  a  recovery  is  subsequeftfly 
had  against  him  therefor  by  sueh  fbirdper^on,  he  will  be  entitled  ton  reim- 
%ur0etn«Elt  feott  Iris  {nnftcipali(«)  Indeed,  It  'may  be  erttfted,  'as  a  'general 
*ftvn  ^principle  of  law,  that  an  agent,  who  commits  a  trespass,  or 'Other 
*  J  irvMg,  to  tbe  pfoperty  of  a  ^UbH  ^ponon,  ^by  the  direction  ^f  his 
principal,  if  at  the  time  he  has  no  knowledge  or  suspicion  that  it  is  sueh 
a  trespass^  m^ng,  t)ilt  acts  •ioiitfjSel^, 'Will  be  entitled  to  a  i^hubursc- 
mcnt  and'  'mmftutien  fi«ei&  iiis  principal  f er  all  the  damages  which  he 
sustttins  thereby .(^)    For,  although  the  general  doctrine  of  the  common 

(a)  The  pointi  marked  for  argnment  on  tbepurt  of  the  pUintiffa,  were, — "Th«Vlutv^oS  mUI 
for  the  defendant,  mt  hu  request,  and  aslib^brdkerSythlB  Mrtp  or  oertiflcates  for  shares  porporting  to 
he  scrip  or  oertiSeates  for  shares  in  The  BnoktiiBliBiMdilrei  Osferd,  and  Bletohley  Jnnction  Railwaj, 
whioh  Inmed  ont  to  he  fiifgerie^  and  of  no  vala^  thej  nere  eatitled  -to  reoover.  firoBtihe  defcad- 
ant  the  prooeedrof  snoh  sale,  whioh  Hhey  paid  to  h]m(492/L  Kk.  6dL),  with  interest  tb%reon  froai 
the  time  of  snoh  payment,  and  iLlso^damagee^MtieaiMBg'lo'lSOOZ., -whioh  the  plaintiffs  had  heen 
forced  to  pnj,  and  liad  paid,  to  the<pofDhmaei  dl  ?<hejsaai  flsrip  or  CMrtideatek.'lh»m  the  plaintiff^ 
as  brokers  for  the  defendant** 

(6)  Story  on  Agency,  Sd  edit  p.  '435. 

(e)  Citing  Ramsay  V.  Gardner,  llJohns.  R.  a9;'9mM)Av9,fSin  Traitees  of  Newborgh,  19 
Johns.  R.  SS4,*  D'Aroy  v.  Lisle,  5  Binn.  R.  441;  BioiUi«  eifSAge,  1  0ay,  Oenn.:R.<:5tt;  HUit. 
Packard,  &  Wend.  R.  376 ;  Rogers  «.  Kneeland,  10  Wend.  R.  319. 

(d)  Citing  Paley  on  Agency  (by  Lloyd),  152,  301 ;  Southern  v.  Bow,  Bridginan,*R5;  3  Molloy 
8e  Jttr.MirilL^S^  «h.*S.{  %  tp.  8«9,  SSOjOra.  Jao.  463. 

(«)  Oiling  Paley  en  Agency  (by  Lloyd^  163,  301;  Adaasen  e.  Jarris,  4  Ring.  06, 13  J.  B. 
Moora,  141;  Allaire  «.  Ouland,  3  Johns.  Cas.  54;  Coventu  «.  Barton,  17  Johns.  R.  143;  Avery  e. 

mmtfftmmmi.  r.  174. 

<f I ^i(H^Maa»si  JhMi,  ^  ^ifi».  >a»,*TJ  J.  •B.<ifasf«»«M;ffletoher«.fHi»4t^tBlMM,4Lf5; 
Jowell^'^fH  >1haim»4r Ne#b«4fSb,  19  Johns.  R.  Sik|;  «v«i7  «.IMeej,  U  HelMB.a«if  '^oren. 
%r«.^M»Mr4y  tMnH.  X  T41 
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Uur  iBy  tlut  tbem  cam  U  bO' veJmbwMHMit  oc  aAtntetin 
doerv^  vixeiher  thc^  are  |oriBeipato  or  «i«  agents,  ja^  thai  ioetiiaa  is  Ha 
barec«i¥Qd  witk  the  quaUfiaatiott^  thai  tke  partiaa  kaov,  ai  Aatina,  tkaft 
it  is.  a  vrong.(a)  And»  in  all  thaie  caaoa»  tbara.  it  ao^  diflt B«i«i^  ulietliar 
tkare  be  i^paromise  of  iademnit;^  or  not';  for  the  lav  nill'  nat  enfeMe  a  oob* 
tract  of  indenmity  agaii»t  a  knanii  and  Biediiattd  ivroag ;  aod^  on  th# 
other  hand,  where  the  agent  acts  iftnoec^tl j,  and  nithaat  natica  ef  the 
mong,  the  law  will  implj  a  promiaa  on  the  part  of  the  prineq^  to  ib^ 
demnifj  him/'  In  Brittain  v,  Uoydj  U  If.  A  W.  762,  it  ww  Md  that 
an  action  is  maintainable  in  e?erj  ease  in  whieh  tha  plaiiiti#  has  paidr 
laone J  to  a  third  party,  at  the  reqaest,  '^'ezpresB  or  imp^ac^  of  th#  r-i^oeo 
^fendant,  with  an  undertaking,  express  or  implied^  to  rep^  it.  ^ 
The  rule  which  proYents  contribution  or  indennity  as  between  tort-feasors, 
applies  only  where  the  act  is  of  an  oMau^  illegal  character :  Betts  v* 
Gibbins,  2  Ad.  k  E.  57, 4  N.  &  M.  64.  Here  the  plaintiffs  were  eom^ 
polled,  by  the  rules  and  regulationa  applicable  to  peraons  in  theiar  position^ 
to  refund  the  money  to  those  who  purchased  the  scrip  of  them ;  and  there 
are  seyeral  authorities  which  show,  that,  undor  these  circwnatancesy  they 
are  entitled  to  call  upon  their  principal  for  an  indemnity,  even  though 
the  principal  be  ignorant  of  the  existence  of  the  rules  which  bind  the 
ag^nt :  Sutton  v.  T&tha£,  10  Ad.  fc  K  27,  2  P.  &  D.  80& ;  BayKflb  «u  But- 
terworth,  1  Ezch.  425 ;  Bayley  t^.  Wilkins,  7  Man.  Or.  &  S.  886*  In  Sutton 
t^.  Tatbam,  Littlsdai^b,  J.,  says  (10  A.  b  £.  80):  '^  A  person  who  employs 
a  broker  must  be  supposed  to  give  him  authority  to  act  as  other  brokers 
de.  It  does  not  matt^  whether  or  not  he  himself  is  acquainted  with  the. 
rules  by  which  brokers  are  governed."  So  in  B&yliffe  n.  Butterworth, 
Pabke,  B.,  says :  "  I  take  it  to  be  clear  law,  that»  if  there  is,  at  a  par* 
ticular  place,  an  estabUshed  usage  in  the  maener  of  dealing  and  making 
contracts,  a  person  who  is  employed  to  deal  or  make  a  contract  there 
hes  an  implied  authority  to  act  in  the  usual  way :"  and  Almrboh,  B., 
adds :  ^^  A  person  who  deals  in  a  particular  market,  must  be  taken  to 
deal  according  to  the  custom  of  that  market ;  and  he  who  directs  another 
to  make  a  contract  at  a  particular  place,  must  be  taken  ae  intending  that 
the  contract  may  be  made  according  to  the  usage  of  that  place."  And 
OOLTHAK,  J.,  in  Bayley  v.  Wilkins,  says :  '^  A  person  who  goes  into  the 
Stock-Exchange  to  buy  shares,  muat  be  supposed  te  have  a  knowledge  of  . 
*the  usual  course  of  business  there,  and  of  the  law  eppHeable  te  r^^c^f-Q 
it."  Young  V.  Cole,  8  N.  0.  724,  4  Scott,  489,  is  precisely  in  ^  ^^^ 
point:  there,  the  plain  tiff,  a  stock-broker,  sold  ifor  the  defendant  four. 
Guatemala  bonds,  and  paid  him  the  amount :  the  bonds,  after  they  had, 


(a)  Menr7weath«r  «.  Nixftn,  8  T.  B.  186;  AdMiMini «.  Jarrit,  4  Bingh.  66,  IS  J.  B.  Unon,  S41  • 
CRie  eaae  of  Fuebrother  v.  Aiiflej,  1  CsmpU  343,  Mem*  vwraltd  in  ito  l««Si9f  fria«HM*  ^7  tlubl 
•f  Adamion  o.  Jairis),  2  Livenu.  on  Agenoy,  816-^18  (edit.  1818),  820,  324,  326;  Fleioher  «. 
Htveot,  Hntton,  R.  66;  (BatteneT^f  oaie)  Winch.  R.  48;  Hnnphreys  r.  Pnt^  2  Bmt  A  COark, 
288;  BetU  v,  Gibbinf,  2  Ad.  a  B.  67^  4  IT.  A  li.  64 ;  IVAi^  «.  U»U,  6  Bins.  VL441;  FmmU  v. 
Xbn  Trnsteea  of  Kewbnrgb,  19  Johna  B.  284;  Cnrentrj  *.  Bnrt»B»  17  Johaa  B>  lO ;  Awnj  «. 
Htboy,  14  Piek.  174. 
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beea  ifi  the  huids  of  the  purehasera  two  days^  were  disoorered  not  to  be 
HMurketabley  whereupon  the  plaintiff  took  them  back,  and  reimbiirsed  the 
porehaeer :  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recoyer  from 
the  defendant,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  receired,  the  amount  he 
had  paid  to  the  defendant    TmnAL,  0.  J.,  there  says:  ^^The  money 
which  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant  was  his  own  money,  for,  he 
had  sold  the  bonds  as  a  principal  to  Briant,  and  was  subject  to  aQ  the 
responsibilities  of  a  principal.     He  delivered  the  money  to  the  defendant 
on  an  understanding  that  the  bonds  he  had  received  from  the  defendant 
were  real  Guatemala  bonds,  such  as  were  saleable  on  the  Stock-Exchange. 
It  seems,  therefore,  that  the  consideration  on  which  the  plaintiff  paid  his 
money,  has  failed  as  completely  as  if  the  defendant  had  contracted  to  sell 
foreign  gold  coin,  and  had  handed  over  counters  instead.    It  is  not  a 
question  of  warranty ;  but  whether  the  defendant  has  not  delivered  some^ 
thing  which,  though  resembling  the  article  contracted  to  be  sold,  is  of  no 
value."    And  Bosanqubt,  J.,  says:  ^^No  consideration  has  been  given 
for  money  received  by  the  defendant:  the  bonds  he  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff  were  not  Guatemala  bonds,  but,  on  the  Stock-Exchange,  worth- 
less paper;  and  the  payment  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  Briant  was  not 
voluntary.     According  to  the  principle  established  by  Child  v.  Morley, 
8  T.  B.  610,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  reimburse  the  plaintiff  what  he 
*^a()'\  ^^         compelled  ^to  pay :  for,  it  appeared  to  be  the  custom  of 
-I  the  Stock-Exchange,  that,  in  these  cases,  the  broker  is  treated  as 
principal,  and  liable  to  be  expelled  if  he  does  not  make  good  his  differ- 
^ices."    And  Ooltman,  J.,  says:  ^^The  bonds  which  the  plaintiff  had 
sold  at  the  defendant's  request  were  not  Guatemala  bonds,  in  the  sense 
of  the  Stock-Exchange.     Therefore,  even  considering  the  plaintiff  only 
as  agent,  when  he  received  authority  from  the  defendant  to  sell  the 
bonds,  he  received  an  implied  authority  to  act  as  all  brokers  do  upon 
similar  occasions,  that  is,  to  rescind  the  contract,  if  the  article  delivered 
turns  out  not  to  be  the  article  sold."    [Matjlb,  J.    There,  the  money 
had  been  paid  under  a  mistake.]    That  is  precisely  the  case  here.    And 
there  is  no  substantial  distinction  between  the  money  paid  as  the  value 
of  the  scrip,  and  the  money  paid  as  damages  for  the  losses  sustained  by 
the  sub-purchasers.     In  Lamert  v.  Heath,  15  M.  &  W.  486,  the  defend- 
ant, a  share-broker,  bought  for  the  plaintiff  scrip  certificates,  which  were 
sold  in  the  share-market  at  a  premium,  as  '^Kentish  Coast  Railway 
scrip,"  and  were  signed  by  the  secretary  of  the  railway  company:  the 
genuineness  of  this  scrip  was  afterwards  denied  by  the  directors,  who 
alleged  that  it  was  issued  by  the  secretary  without  authority:  in  an 
action  to  recover  back  from  the  defendant  the  price  paid  to  him  by  the 
plaintiff  for  this  scrip,  and  for  his  commission,  on  the  ground  of  the  scrip 
not  being  genuine, — it  was  held  that  the  proper  question  for  the  jury, 
was,  whether  what  the  defendant  intended  to  buy  was  that  which  was 
sold  in  the  market  as  ^^  Kentish  Coast  Railway  scrip."    So  here  the 
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cpestion  is,  was. the  serip  ^old  genome  scrip  of  The  Baokinghamshire, 
Qsfbrd,  aad  Bletchley  Junction  Railway  Company  ?  [Maulb,  J.  Thai 
C906  is  totally  beside  the  present.  The  order  there  was,  '''to  bay  w-^^ofit 
Kentish  Coast  Bailway  shares,  generally :  here,  the  order  was,  to  ^ 
sell  the  particular  certificates,  the  party  haying  the  identical  pieces  of 
piiper  then  in  his  hands.]  It  is  submitted  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  recover,  as  well  upon  the  special  count  as  upon  the  count  for  money 
paid,  upon  the  principle  of  indemnity.  It  may  be  urged,  on  the  other 
side,  that  the  plaintifis,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  warranted  to 
the  defendant  that  the  scrip  was  genuine,  and  so  induced  him  to  advance 
n^oney  upon  it.  The  inquiry,  however,  stated  in  the  case,  must  be  taken 
to  have  referred  to  the  character  and  market  value  of  the  line,  and  not 
to  the  genuineness  of  the  documents.  The  broker  would  have  no  pecu* 
li^r  means  of  knowledge  on  that  subject.  [MAtJLB,  J.  I  should  have 
thought  that  the  proper  way  of  ascertaining  whether  the  scrip  was  genu- 
ine or  not,  was,  to  inquire  at  the  office  of  the  company.]  The  proper 
measure  of  damages  will  be,  the  market  value  of  the  shares  at  the  time 
of  the  breach  of  contract :  Shaw  v.  Holland,  15  M.  &  W.  136 ;  Tempest 
V.  Kilner,  8  Man.  Or.  k  S.  253.  The  contract  was  broken  on  the 
11th  of  May,  1846,  when  the  defendant  refused  to  supply  genuine  scrip. 
At  that  date,  the  shares  were  at  10s.  premium,  which  the  plaintiffs  have 
b0en  compelled  to  pay :  and  to  that  extent  they  are  clearly  entitled  to 
call  upon  the  defendant  for  an  indemnity. 

Cowlingj  for  the  defendant.(a)  The  defendant  having  repaid  the 
plaintiffs  the  amount  he  received  for  the  ^certificates  in  question,  r^ogo 
and  interest,  is  liable  no  further ;  and  consequently  the  plaintiffs 
must  be  nonsuited.  It  is  a  fallacy  to  treat  this  as  a  case  of  principal 
apd  agent.  Suppose  the  defendant  had  himself  sold  the  scrip  to  the 
several  purchasers, — apart  from  the  rules  of  the  Stock-Bxchange, — ^what 
liability  would  he  have  incurred  ?  Clearly  none,  beyond  the  liability  to 
refund  the  sum  he  had  received.  This  is  not  a  sale  of  shares  generally, 
or  of  shares  to  be  delivered  at  a  future  time :  it  is  a  sale  of  a  specific 
article,  which  both  parties  at  the  time  conceived  to  be  genuine  scrip.  It 
turned  out  that  they  were  forged.  The  sale  took  place  under  a  mistake: 
the  result  is,  that  the  vendees  have  to  return  the  shares,  and  the  vendor 
the  money.  This  is  very  like  the  well-known  case  of  Jones  v.  Byde,  5 
Taunt.  488,  1  Marsh.  157,  where  it  was  held,  that  a  person  who  dis* 
counts  a  forged  navy-bill,(i)  or  who  receives  forged  bank-notes  in  pay- 
ment, from  another,  who  passes  them  without  knowledge  of  the  forgery, 

J  (a)  The  points  marked  for  wgaiaeiit  on  the  part  of  the  defe&d«at  were,— "That,  at  to  the  flnt 
eonnty  he  was  entitled  to  the  Terdict>  there  heing  no  proof  of  the  agreement  declared  on,  and  par* 
tibnlarly  of  the  alleged  promise :  that,  if  not,  the  verdict  shonld  he  reduced  to  nominal  damaget, 
beoaute  the  mlea  of  the  Stook-Bxehange,  or  at  leaet  thoie  relied  on  bj  the  plaintifi»  were  not 
admiuible  against  him,  and  hecanse  the  breach  of  promise  ooeurred  at  the  time  of  the  sales  bj 
the  plaintiffs :  and,  as  to  the  last  issue,  that  the  Terdict  shoold  be  for  the  defendant^  the  plaintilb 
h»ring  been  paid  all  the  defendant  feceired  from  them." 
ifi)  Or  ▼iatoaUisg-biU,— Bxttoe  vi  Brace,  6Tannt  495,  n.,  1  Marsh.  lOf. 

u 
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mtrf  i^0)6or6r  bttd:  the  nfoifoy^  a»  mMej  had  and  l«i(i»i?td  t^  Usriisa  iqnv 
fiditire  of  the  condtdei^tion.  ''The  defendant^*^  said  Gtm^  C;  J.^  '^ hov 
put  off  this  instrament  as  a  nary-bill  of  a  oertak  deiovqHi<m ;  it  turns 
out  not  to  be  a  nayy-bill  of  that  amofiiity(^)  and  therefore  the  moaey 
most  be  recorered  bade.  Both  parties  were  ntistakeft  in  the  yiew  they 
had  of  this  navy-bin ;  the  one,  in  representing  it  to  be  a  na^-bill  of 
thk  description ;  the  other,  in  taking  it  to  be  siiA.  Upon  its  after^ 
wards  taming  out  that  the  bill  was  to  a  certain  ext^t  a  foi^ery,  we 
think  he  who  took  die  money  ought  to  refund  it,  to  the  extent  to  w^ell 
♦iu^  "Hbe  bill  is  invalid*    A  case  somewhat  similar  very  frequentljF 

^  odours  in  practice,  on  which  I  should  not  rdy  ae  governing  the  law, 
btLt  that  it  ifif  said  by  my  brother  Lens  to  be  sanctioned  on  the  authority 
of  a  case  so  decided  at  nisi  prius  by  Manssuld,  C*  J.,  via.  where  forged 
b*nk-ndtes  are  taken.  The  party  negotiating  them^  is  not,  and  dees  not 
pfdfess  to  be,  answerable  that  the  Bank  of  England  shaU  pay  the  notes; 
bat  he  is  answerable  for  the  bills  being  such  as  they  purport  to  be."  The 
law  is  in  all  cases  reluctant  to  raise  implied  promises:  Comv  I>ig.  0am- 
ndM  (A.  2).  When  a  man  sells  a  horse,  no  warranty  is  implied,  even 
that  it  is  his  own  horse,  unless  he  so  represents  it  at  ike  time.  This 
question  was  recently  very  much  discussed  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in 
Morley  e.  Attenborough,  8  Exch.  600,  where  it  was  held  that  there  is 
nb  implied  warranty  of  title,  in  the  contract  of  sale  of  a  personal  diattel ; 
and  that,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  a  vendor  is  not  liable  for  a  defect  of 
title,  unless  there  be  an  express  warranty,  or  an  equivalent  to  it>  by 
dedaratioii  or  conduct.  Here,  the  sale  was  a  code  of  the  spedfio  docu- 
ments, which  were  handed  to  the  plaintiffis  at  the  time.  |lf  aulb,  J.  A 
sale  of  ten  scrip  or  certificates,  at  large,  would  import  a  contract  to  deliver 
genuine  scrip.]  Exactly  so.  In  Kent's  Commentaries,  Y(A*  IL  p.  469, 
it  is  said :  **  If  the  subject-matter  of  sale  be  in  existence,  and  only  cobk 
sthtctively  in  the  possession  of  the  seller,  as,  by  being  in  the  possessies 
of  his  agent  or  carrier  abroad,  it  is  nevertheless  a  sale,  though  a  condi- 
tional or  imperfect  one,  depending  on  the  future  actual  delivery.(i)  But^ 
if  the  article  intended  to  be  sold  has  no  existence,  there  can  be  no  con-  - 
tract  of  sale.  Thus,  if  A.  sells  his  horse  to  B.,  and  it  turns  out  thai 
^^_ -  '^'tbe  horse  was  dead  at  the  time,  though  the  fact  was  unknown  te 

-'  the  parties,  the  contract  is  necessarily  void.  So,  if  A.,  i^  New 
Tork,  sells  to  B.  his  house  and  lot  in  Albany,  and  the  house  should 
happen  to  have  been  destroyed  by  fire  at  the  time^  and  the  parties  equally 
ignorant  of  the  fact,  the  foundation  of  the  contract  fails,  provided  the 
bouse,  and  not  the  ground  on  which  it  stood,  was  the  essential  inducement 
to  the  purchase. "(c)  If  that  be  so,  where  the  party  himself  is  the  seller, 
hew  dees  the  case  differ,  because  the  sale  is  eiSfected  through  a  broker  ? 

(«)  The  ram  had  been  firaodiilently  altered  after  the  ismiog  of  the  biU. 
(6)  Citing  Boyd  v,  SifFkia,  2  Ctampb.  826 ;  Withen  v.  hytt,  i  Camph,  SST. 
(e)  Citing  Pothier  Oonlr.  de  Vente^  n.  4;  Hitehooek  «.  Oiddings,  4  PrIoe»  135,  Baoteri  Bx^ 
B.  1 ;  StoiT'i  Com.  on  Bqni^  Jorispradende,  167|  Allen  e.  Hattttdil^  11  PMirf'i  V,  8.  Bvp.  SS. 
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Jt  iomiet  4)6  irferrdl  lihat  die  defenduit  gave  tiie  beolcera  anj  anthoiitj 
tIo  manmiit  ^Ae  shares  gemuiiie.  Then,  do  the  ralei  and  vegnlations  of  tlw 
Stoek-fixdiasige  impose  upon  the  principal  a  liability  he  would  not  other- 
mia»  hwB  iaomved  t  The  lonlj  nde  aet  ont  in  the  eaee,  is  one  whioh 
deduces  that  JbriArers  aioe  liaUe  inter  te  as  prineipals.  That  merel  j  places 
the  plaintifis  in  the  same  position  as  the  defendant  woald  hare  :been  in 
if  fae  Ind  sold  ihe;dHures  Uaselfl  {Maule,  J.  It  mmj  be  that  the  rules 
»f  lihe  Stock-Bxehai^  ^VV^  ^  ^^^^  ^^  ^g^  ^^  ^^^  "to  sales  of  speeifie 
lAtares.  in  duct  case,  it  msj  be  a  nise  and  just  regtdation.  I  oaimot 
help  Ainhing  ^hat  it  js  the  oommon  <onrse  to  sell  in  that  general  way.] 
Vo  tide  is  pointed Dot  Ihat  at  all  affects  dits  case:  iftdeed,  the  oirciim- 
•ita&ee  of  a  coomitttee  of  inquiry  having  been  appeintedy  shows  lihat  thore 
wm$  no  existing  rale  mppfieable  to  it.  {Mahxa,  J.  The  decimon  of  the 
MBunittee  iffas  «flter  ^  daite  -oS  the  contract,  fiow  could  the  tlefi^aiit 
be  boond  by  aay^  nssohUkm  4»me  to  under  anch  ttrovmsitaittces  ?  B^ggim^ 
KfftTj  person  <whe  ^hecuMaes  «  member  of  -the  ttodbtExchwge  signs  an 
•mdertaking  to  be  ibotmd  l^«ay  Tales  ^Aoreafiker  to  the  made.  r«^/»ff 
Mkmm^  J.  1St«t  <deesmet  ishow  that  he  is  tcbeJboiind  iby  :tbe  ^ 
decision  of  A  eemmittee  4o  ibe  appointed  to  investigiite  and  decide  on  a 
partienlar  ease.]  It  may4>e  coneeded,-^accardsng  to  the  andiwity  of 
Sutton  V.  TadMia,  BaylUE»  tr.  Butterwoirthy  and  Bayley  v.  WSkipSy  lihat, 
if  there  be  any  nde  4f  the  ^Stodc-fixehange  wUoh  pltM^es  fix^  broker  io 
the  genitinenesB  <tf  scrap  sold  by  him,  ihe  principal  Js  Jbc^nd  ;tlierehy- 
Sot  this  case  is  ^istingiridhable.  And,  assmning  1^  tiie  .fnles  do :  ai^Iy 
lieve,  «hey  can  only  apply  to  aach  of  flbe  tdasMfngsj^  >lodk  {diice  op  the 
Atecki^Bxohange. 

As  to  the  first  count, — ^there  is  no  vwh  iCfisilBaal  as  >th«rein  aU^ed* 
IBhe  plaintiffii  aope^merely ^rtated^to  be  sban^brelwrB ;  nothing  is^iml  9^^^ 
Ibe  Sto<&*Bx<dili.nge,  or  its  ndes.  The  lOosisideralMd  is,  that  the  <plainti$s 
wittisdl  for4he4efendant  certain  sciip  «  ^serlifisalesior  shiires^  puipttrt- 
ing  to  he  scrip  or/ceBlifiQates  fer^diases  in. a  aoetain  Mnqpany,*-Hap1(»  ithl^t 
Aey  wifl  sell  tihem4vt9eatmie«(Tni^.*  and,  if  sa^fsmmiaethatiihe  scrip  v;^ 
genuine  conM  be 'implied,  it  ooidd  <only  be  im|died  ilcom  the.ai^rity  to 
a^  it  as  genuine.  pbkiiLi,J.  The  dedacatianivndd  aot  helmd  pn  thf^t 
account :  the  «contract  is  <eaecntory.]  A  promise  loiindemnify  ris  dl  thf^t 
the  law  ir91  imply,  as  between  principsi  and  agent :  amd  tthat  is  i^pt  ^e 
promise  bere  alleged.  A^d  as  to  the  second  poont,  the  d^fendantsctoKly 
incnrs  no  lii^ility  ^beyond  the  amount  hebas  paid  into  court 
t  At  all  wents,  the  damages  can  only  be  aondnal.  'The  que^eii)i4>  ftt 
lirfaat  time  the  .fflmntiffii  incurred  a  liability  to  thw  sendees.  If  dbhere 
'was  any  impfied  warranty,  the  breach  of  it  took  iplaoea(tthe«ryjmiwent 
vt  <he  sale,  and  not  at  the  <time  thcrdiscovery  «was  made  th^t  4he  airip 
was  forged:  Howell  v.  ¥oung,  5  B.  &  C.t2S9,  8  D.  k  &.  14.  IBhaw 
*».  Holland -and  Tempest  t>.  Elner  are  distipgnishable :  in  .both,  .|-^pgg 
the  shares  were  to  be  delivered  on  a  future  day.    In  BrittaiUiV* 
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Llojd, — ^the  oathbriiy  of  which  is  not  disputed, — the  money  was  paid  by 
the  auctioneer  at.least  under  the  implied  authority  of  his  employer,  b 
Betts  V.  Qibbinsy  there  was  an  express  authority.  Toung  v.  Cole  is  a 
distinct  authority  to  show  that  the  money  paid  into  court  in  this  case,  is 
all  that  the  pkintifis  could  under  any  circumstances  be  entitled  to 
recover. 

HbggiTtij  in  reply.  Sutton  v.  ^tham  shows  that  the  plaintiflb  are 
entitled  to  a  full  and  complete  indemnity.  [Maulb,  J.  There,  the 
employment  was  to  sell  shares,  generally,  to  be  deUrered  at  a  future 
day :  it  was  a  mere  speculation  on  the  price.]  The  case  finds,  that,  by 
the  regulations  of  the  Stock-Exchange,  all  members  dealing  as  brokers 
are  liable  as  principals.  All  are  bound  to  obey  the  rules,  under  pain  of 
expulsion.  The  determination  of  the  committee  to  whom  the  question  as 
to  this  particular  scrip  was  referred,  though,  perhaps,  not  legally  binding, 
was  a  finding  as  to  what  was  right  and  just  between  ^e  parties.  The 
contract  here  is  one  of  indemnity :  no  breadi,  therefore,  could  arise 
until  the  plaintifis  were  called  upon  to  pay  the  damages  sustained  by  tiieir 
vendees,  and  the  defendant  refused  to  repay  them;  and  that  state  of 
things  arose  on  the  11th  of  May.  In  Morley  v.  Attenborough,  the 
defendant  sold  the  specific  chattel:  there  was  no  warranty  of  title.  In 
Jones  tr.  Ryde  and  Bruce  v.  Bruce,  the  plaintiflb  had  sustained  no  damage 
beyond  that  which  they  sought  to  recover :  those  cases,  therefore,  are 
materially  distinguishable  from  the  present.  All  the  authorities  as  to 
implied  warrant,  will  be  found  collected  in  the  two  cases  of  Morley  v. 
*S671  ^^^^^^^^^S^  ^^  Bumby  v.  BoUett,  16  M.  &  W.  644.  In  *both 
-*  of  them  the  ground  of  action  failed,  because  there  was  neither 
warranty,  express  or  implied,  nor  fraud. 

Maulb,  J.(a)  This  is  an  action  of  assumpsit :  the  dedaration  consists 
of  a  special  count,  and  the  conmion  counts  for  money  paid,  &c.  The 
special  count  in  substance  states,  that  the  plaintiiEs  were  share-brokers ; 
that,  in  consideration  that  they  would,  as  such  brokers,  sell  for  and  on 
account  of  the  defendant  certain  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  in  a  com- 
pany called  The  Buckinghamshire,  Oxford,  and  Bletchley  Junction  Bail- 
way  Company,  at  the  best  market  price  of  the  day,  the  defendant  pro- 
mised them  that  the  said  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  were  genuine 
scrip  or  certificates  for  shares  in  that  company,  and  issued  by  the  com- 
pany; that  the  plaintiffs,  confiding  in  that  promise,  sold  the  scrip  as 
genuine,  and  paid  the  proceeds  over  to  the  defendant:  it  then  alleges 
for  breach,  that  the  scrip  was  not  genuine^  but  forged  and  spurious,  and 
that  the  plaintiffii,  as  such  brokers,  were  called  upon  by  the  purchasers 
thereof,  according  to  the  law  and  usage  in  that  behalf,  to  repay  them 
the  money  they  paid  for  the  same,  and  also  certain  damages  for  tiie  loss 
of  profit  on  the  re*sale  of  the  scrip.    It  appears  that  there  was  in  the 

(•)  Wnj>By  0.  J.|  ftnd  CrksswblLi  J.,  ven  tittiogoii  erimiDal  app«cb,  and  Talvovso^  J.,  vm 
Alniti  prist. 
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market  certain  scrip  whicb  purported  to  be  scrip  or  certificates  for  shares 
in  The  Backin^hamshire^  Oxford,  and  Bletchley  Junction  Railway  Com- 
pany ;  that  some  of  these  documents  were  in  the  possession  of  the  de* 
fendant,  who  had  been  asked  to  advance  money  upon  them ;  that  the 
defendant  took  one  of  these  certificates  to  the  plaintiffs'  office,  and 
inquired  if  it  was  good ;  that  one  of  the  plaintiffs  said  it  was  good,  but, 
to  satisfy  the  defendant,  he  would  go  into  the  market  and  inquire; 
*and  that  he  did  so,  and  returned  and  said  that  it  was  ^^good,"  r«oao 
or  '^  all  right."  Now,  there  may  be  something  equivocal  in  these  . 
expressions :  it  may  be  doubtful  whether  the  plaintiff*  was  desired  to  ask 
whether  the  scrip  was  genuine  scrip  such  as  it  purported  to  be,  or  whe- 
ther it  was  worth  the  sum,  or  more  than  the  sum,  paid  upon  it.  But, 
whatever  was  meant,  I  do  not  think  that  material :  for,  I  do  not  think 
our  decision  of  the  case  ought  to  be  at  all  infiuenced  by  what  took  place 
on  that  occasion.  Both  parties  were  innocent  of  any  intention  to  deceive 
or  mislead.  The  mere  expression  of  an  opinion,  band  fide  given  at  the 
defendant's  request,  certainly  does  not  amount  to  a  warranty  of  the 
genuineness  of  the  scrip,  or  impose  any  liability  upon  the  person  giving 
it.  After  having  received  this  information,  the  defendant  advanced 
money  upon  the  scrip.  Then  comes  the  important  part  of  the  case.  On 
the  27th  of  March,  1846,  the  defendant  employed  the  plaintiffs  to  sell 
for  him  the  ten  certificates  upon  which  the  defendant  had  made  the 
advance  of  money  under  the  circumstances  before  mentioned,  and  de- 
livered them  the  scrip  for  that  purpose.  The  case  states  that  the  plain- 
tiffs sold  the  ten  certificates,  according  to  the  defendant's  orders,  and 
paid  him  the  balance  of  the  proceeds,  after  deducting  their  commission. 
That  is  all  that  is  said  about  the  plaintiffs'  employment,  and  the  plain^ 
tiffs'  performance  of  their  duty  in  respect  of  that  employment.  The 
case  then  proceeds  to  state  the  sale  of  eight  of  the  certificates  by  the 
plaintiffs  upon  the  Stock-Exchange  to  members  of  the  Stock-Exchange, 
and  the  sale  of  the  other  two  off*  the  Stock-Exchange  to  a  party  who  was 
not  a  member.  It  then  states  that  suspicion  arose  in  the  market  that 
forged  certificates  for  shares  purporting  to  be  shares  in  this  company, 
were  in  circulation ;  that,  upon  inspection,  the  certificates  so  sold  by  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  defendant,  were  found  to  *be  forgeries ;  that  a  r^ogg 
committee  was  appointed  by  the  subscribers  of  the  Stock-Ex-  '- 
change,  to  determine  what  ought  to  be  done  between  members  who  had 
had  dealings  in  the  forged  scrip ;  and  that  the  committee  came  to  the 
following  resolution, — ^'  that  the  holders  of  shares  of  the  Buckingham- 
shire Railway  Company,  which  have  been  declared  by  the  company  to 
be  spurious,  shall  have  the  right  to  demand  of  the  sellers  thereof  genuine 
shares  in  exchange,  or,  until  such  can  be  procured,  to  pay  for  the  same 
at  the  rate  of  22.  12s.  per  share  {10s.  premium),  such  amount  to  be  re- 
tained  until  genuine  shares  are  given."  By  the  regulations  of  the  Stock- 
Exchange,  brokers  are  considered  as  principals.  The  plaintiffs  were 
VOL.  VIII. — 80  u  2 
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called  upon  by  the  respective  purchasers  of  the  scrip,  to  refund  the  pur- 
chase-money, Or  to  indemnify  them  from  loss.  They  therefore  applied 
to  their  principal,  the  defendant,  for  instructions  or  indemnity ;  and,  the 
defendant  declining  to  comply  with  their  demand,  they  made  certain 
payments  to  the  parties  to  whom  they  had  sold  the  scrip,  such  payments 
being  based  upon  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  Stock-Exchange  com- 
mittee. 

The  question  for  our  determination  now,  is,  whether  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  recover,  under  either  count  of  their  declaration,  this  ulterior 
amount.  With  respect  to  the  general  liability  of  the  defendant,  under 
the  circumstances  stated,  there  is  no  substantial  difference  between  the 
learned  counsel :  it  seems  to  be  agreed  that,  where  a  principal  employs 
an  agent,  the  former  is  bound  to  indemnify  the  latter  in  respect  of  all 
payments  which  may  be  made  by  him  in  the  due  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. There  seems  also  to  be  little  doubt  that  the  agent  may  recover 
moneys  so  paid  by  him,  either  under  a  special  count  stating  a  promise  to 
indemnify,  and  a  breach,  or  under  a  count  for  money  paid.  The  judg- 
*3701  ™^^^  ^^  ^^^  Court  of  Exchequer  in  '*'Brittain  t;.  Lloyd  sufficiently 
''  shows  that.  And  the  law  in  this  respect  is  correctly  stated  by 
the  late  Dr.  Story,  in  the  passage .  cited  by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  from 
his  treatise  on  Agency.  Brittain  v,  Lloyd  states  a  rather  more  general 
proposition ;  for,  it  is  there  said  that  an  action  is  maintainable  in  every 
case  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  paid  money  to  a  third  party,  at  the  request, 
express  or  implied,  of  the  defendant,  with  an  uifdertaJcing,  express  or 
implied,  to  repay  it.  The  main  question  in  that  case  was,  whether  the 
money  could  be  recovered  under  a  count  for  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the 
defendant,  where  the  payment  was  made  under  circumstances  which  did 
not  relieve  the  defendant  from  an  action  or  a  liability  at  the  suit  of  a 
third  person, — which  was  contended  to  be  necessary,  on  the  authority  of 
a  case  of  Spencer  v.  Parry,  8  Ad.  &  E.  331,  4  N.  &  M.  770.  The 
expressions  in  Spencer  v.  Parry  which  seem  to  favour  that  argument, 
must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  circumstances  of  the  particular 
case.  That  the  defendant  would  be  liable  to  the  extent  of  what  the 
plaintiffs  necessarily  paid  in  the  course  of  the  due  performance  of  their 
duty  as  his  brokers,  seems  not  to  be  the  subject  of  any  doubt  at  all.  The 
only  question  is,  what  was  the  extent  of  the  plaintiffs'  liability  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  present  case. 

It  may  be  convenient  at  once  to  dispose  of  the  question  of  pleading. 
It  appears  to  me  that  the  special  count  cannot  be  sustained,  upon  this 
one  ground — that  the  contract  therein  alleged,  though  a  contract  which 
might  exist,  is  not  proved  by  the  facts  set  out  in  this  special  case.  The 
contract  stated,  is,  that,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  brokers, 
would  sell  for  and  on  account  of  the  defendant  certain  scrip  in  The 
*37n  ^^^l^i°g'**°^'iir®>  Oxford,  and  Bletchley  Junction  Railway  ♦Com- 
pany, the  defendant  promised  them  that  the  sidd  scrip  was  genuine 
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scrip  of  that  companj,  and  issued  bj  them.  If  that  were  the  contract 
between  the  parties,  it  would  follow,  that,  if  the  scrip  was  not  genuine, 
but  was  sold  in  the  market,  and  the  money  received  by  the  seller,  the 
sale  never  being  questioned  by  the  buyer, — ^who  might  be  content  to 
retain  the  spurious  documents, — the  plaintiffs,  upon  proof  that  the  scrip 
was  not  genuine,  might  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  a  breach  of  that 
promise.  I  cannot  conceive  any  promise  that  would  lead  to  such  a  con- 
sequence as  that.  The  only  promise,  as  I  conceive,  which  the  law  would 
under  the  circumstances  imply,  is,  a  promise  to  indemnify.  I  therefore 
think  the  first  count  is  out  of  the  question. 

With  respect  to  the  second  count,  the  situation  of  the  parties  is  this : — 
The  plaintiffs  were  employed  as  brokers  to  sell  these  particular  certifi- 
cates. There  is  no  statement  in  the  case,  that  the  defendant  authorized 
them  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  shares  generally ^  or  that,  in 
fact,  any  such  contract  was  entered  into.  The  statement  in  the  case  is, 
that  the  defendant  employed  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  these  identical  certifi- 
cates, and  that  the  plaintiffs  sold  them  according  to  that  employment. 
Under  these  circumstances,  we  cannot  proceed  upon  an  assumption  of 
any  other  sale  than  of  these  particular  ten  certificates.  The  question  is, 
what  is  the  result  of  such  a  sale,  when  the  certificates  turn  out  not  to  be 
genuine.  There  was  no  fraud  or  negligence  on  either  side  :  the  certifi-. 
oates  were  such  as  to  deceive  everybody  who  had  anything  to  do  with 
them.  Still,  they  were  invalid.  There  cannot  be  a  doubt,  then,  that 
the  vendees  would  be  entitled  to  recover  back  the  money  they  had  paid 
for  them.  They  did  receive  it  back  ;  and  the  plaintiffs  have  been  repaid 
that  sum.  The  question  is  whether  the  plaintiffs,  the  brokers  who  sold 
the  scrip,  can  recover  any  more  from  their  principal.  *What  r^eoiro 
they  have  paid  beyond  the  mere  return  of  the  purchase-money, 
appears  to  have  been  paid  under  an  order  or  resolution  of  the  committee 
of  members  of  the  Stock-Exchange.  The  case  does  not  show  any  course 
of  dealing  between  the  parties  which  would  bind  the  defendant  to  that 
extent.  Gases  have  been  referred  to  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a 
man  who  employs  a  broker  to  buy  or  to  sell  shares  for  him,  authorized 
him  to  deal  according  to  the  ordinary  and  accustomed  mode.  It  is  not 
stated  here  that  these  shares  are  commonly  sold  on  the  Stock-Exchange. 
And  it  may  very  well  be  doubted  whether  the  rules  and  regulations  of 
the  Stock-Exchange  are  applicable  to  a  sale  of  shares  made  under 
circumstances  like  these.  But,  supposing  that  it  were  so,  and  that  it 
appeared  that  the  Stock-Exchange  was  a  place  where  sales  of  shares  are 
ordinarily  made,  so  as  to  bind  the  principal, — what  rule  is  there  to  show 
that  such  a  resolution  of  a  committee  of  inquiry  as  before  adverted  to, 
would  be  binding  and  obligatory  as  between  the  broker  and  his  principal  7 
I  cannot  find  any  such  rule :  nor  does  it  appear  to  me  that  the  circum- 
stances of  the  present  case,  bring  it  within  that  resolution  of  the  com- 
mittee.   Their  decision  may  have  been  perfectly  correct,  and  may  have 
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been  intended  to  apply  to  the  case  of  a  sale  of  shares  generally,  to  be 
performed  by  the  delirery  of  genuine  shares ;  but  it  does  not  necessarily 
apply  to  the  case  of  a  side  of  specific  scrip,  such  as  this  was.  It  seems 
to  be  agreed  by  Mr.  Hoggins^  that  this  resolution  of  the  committee  is 
binding  as  between  these  parties,  no  farther  than  as  being  declaratory 
of  what  is  right  and  just.  No 'doubt  it  is  right  and  just  that  the 
defendant  should  refund  to  the  plaintiffs  the  money  he  received. 

The  question,  then,  reduces  itself  to  this, — whether,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  the  plaintiffis  were  bound  to  repay  to  their  vendees  anything  further 
*8781  ^^^^  ^^  amount  of  *the  purchase-money  ?  If  they  were,  then 
^  they  are  entitled  to  recover  against  the  defendant  to  that  extent. 
I  do  not  think  they  were  liable,  or  that  they  are  entitled  in  this  action 
to  recover,  to  a  greater  extent  than  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  transaction  very  much  resembles  the  getting 
change  for  a  forged  bank-note ;  in  which  case  the  person  passing  it  takes 
it  back,  and  restores  the  money  he  obtained  for  it.  That  is  all.  As  soon 
as  the  vendor  had  sold  the  certificates  and  got  the  money,  at  that  instant 
the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  say — ''  These  certificates  are  not  genuine : 
give  me  back  my  money."  His  right  of  action  arose  immediately,  in  that 
way,  and  at  that  time.  That  right  of  action, — ^throwing  the  special 
count  out  of  consideration, — is,  a  right  to  sue  as  for  money  paid.  As 
the  sale  was  a  sale  of  specific  things,  I  do  not  think  the  purchasers 
would  be  entitled  to  demand  genuine  scrip. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  amount  to  be  recovered  by 
the  plaintiffs  in  this  action,  is,  the  amount  for  which  they  were  liable  to 
their  vendees  at  the  very  moment  the  latter  were  entitled  to  recover  the 
money  back.  They  cannot  say  they  paid  any  more  to  the  defendant's 
use,  because  no  more  was  necessarily  paid.  The  defendant  having  paid 
into  court  all  that  the  plainti&  were  entitled  to  recover,  a  nonsuit  must 
be  entered. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  facts  stated  in  the 
case  furnish  no  evidence  of  the  promise  alleged  in  the  special  count,  vis., 
that  the  scrip  was  genuine.  As  to  that  count,  therefore,  the  plaintiffs 
must  fail. 

With  respect  to  the  count  for  money  paid,  I  think  the  defendant  must 
be  taken  to  have  employed  the  plaintiffs  as  brokers  to  sell  the  scrip  in 
*A7dl  ^^^^^^^^  ^according  to  the  usual  course  of  dealing,  that  is,  as 
-*  genuine  scrip :  and  I  think  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  case  show 
an  implied  promise  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  indemnify  them 
against  any  legal  liability  which  might  result  from  their  executing  that 
authority.  I  do  not  dispute  that  that  indemnity  would  cover  any  liability 
imposed  upon  the  plaintiffs  by  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Stock- 
Exchange.  But  it  seems  to  me,  that,  under  the  circumstances  as  here 
stated,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  liable  to  their  vendees,  by  reason  of  the 
scrip  not  being  genuine,  to  an  amount  greater  than  the  (nominal)  value 
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of  the  scrip.  They  clearly  would  not  have  been  liable  to  any  greater 
extent)  if  the  sale  had  taken  place  elsewhere  than  upon  the  Stock- 
Bzchange :  and  I  cannot  discover  that  any  larger  degree  of  liability  ia 
imposed  upon  the  plaintiff^,  in  reference  to  this  transaction,  by^the 
Stock-Ezohange  rules.  There  is  no  good  reason  for  saying  that  the 
decision  of  the  committee  imposed  upon  them  any  additional  liability. 
Afl»  therefore,  the  money  paid  into  court  is  enough  to  cover  all  that  the 
plaintiffs  are,  in  our  judgment,  entitled  to  claim,  a  nonsuit  will  be 
entered.  Rule  accordingly. 


♦CLEMENCE  CAMP  v.  POTE.    Nov.  25.  [*875 

The  defendant  wee  tiiken  in  ezeention  upon  a  ea.  ml  M  the  soli  of  the  plaintUT,  in  June,  1841 ; 
in  Aagnst  in  the  same  year,  the  plaintiff  left  England,  and  waa  shortly  afterwards  seen  at  St. 
Petersbnrgh,  bat  had  neyer  been  heard  of  sinoe.  Upon  an  afBdayit  of  these  facts,  and  show- 
ing reasonable  ground  to  induce  them  to  beliere  that  the  plaintiff  was  dead,  and  alleging  that 
proper  search  had  been  made,  and  no  trace  of  a  will  or  grant  of  administration  found, — the 
court  (in  1849)  ordered  the  defendant  to  be  discharged  from  custody,  without  regard  to  any 
supposed  lien  of  the  attorney  for  costs. 

The  defendant  was  arrested  on  the  12th  of  June,  1841,  upon  a  ca.  so. 
on  a  judgment  obtained  against  him  by  the  plaintiff,  endorsed  to  levy 
921.  18f .,  being  71Z.  4«.  9d.  for  debt,  and  21Z.  13«.  8d.  for  costs,  and  was 
conveyed  to  the  Queen's  Prison,  where  he  had  ever  since  remained  in 
execution  under  the  above  judgment  only.  In  August,  1841,  the  plain- 
tiff, being  in  insolvent  circumstances,  left  England,  with  her  daughter, 
in  order  to  avoid  her  creditors,  since  which  time  she  has  not  been  heard 
of,  either  by  her  own  attorney,  or  by  the  defendant,  or  by  any  other 
person  to  his  knowledge,  except  as  hereinafter  mentioned.  Being  desi- 
rous of  obtaining  his  liberty^  the  defendant  caused  inquiries  to  be  made, 
in  1848,  by  one  Galant^,  a  merchant  at  Hamburgh,  by  whom  he  was 
informed  that  the  plaintiff  and  her  daughter  had  been  seen  in  St.  Peters- 
burgh  in  1841,  when  she  left  that  city  for  Moscow,  and  was  reported  to 
have  died  upon  the  road.  In  February  last,  the  defendant,  received  a 
letter  from  a  Russia  merchant  named  Seville,  confirming  the  report  of 
the  plaintiff's  death  on  her  journey  to  Moscow,  and  informing  him  that 
a  person  answering  the  description  of  the  plaintiff's  daughter  had  since 
been  seen  at  various  places  beyond  the  confines  of  Europe,  unaccompa- 
nied by  her  mother. 

Upon  affidavits  stating  the  above  facts,  and  also  that  search  had  been 
made  at  the  proper  ofiice  in  Doctors'  ^Commons,  to  see  if  any  will  r^^  Ai*i> 
of  the  plaintiff  had  been  proved,  or  any  letters  of  administration  ■- 
to  her  estate  and  effects  taken  out,  and  that  none  such  had  been  disco- 
vered, 

JSeotty  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
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personal  representatiyes  (if  any)  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  notice^of  the  role 
to  be  given  to  them  or  to  the  attorney  in  this  cause  of  the  said  late  plain- 
tiff, why  the  defendant  should  not  be  forthwith  discharged  out  of  the 
custody  of  the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison  as  to  this  action.  He  cited 
Broughton  v.  Martin,  1  B.  &  P.  176,  Parkinson  v.  Horlock,  2  N.  R.  240, 
and  Taylor  v.  Burgess,  16  Law  Journ.  Exch.  N.  S.  204. 

Lushy  on  behalf  of  the  attorney  upon  the  record,  now  appeared  to  show 
cause. 

Seotty  for  the  defendant,  submitted  that  the  attorney  was  not  entitled 
to  be  heard ;  referring  to  Shoman  v.  Allen,  1  M.  &  Gr.  96,  n.,  where  it 
was  held  that  cause  cannot  be  shown  on  behalf  of  the  attorney  who 
claimed  a  lien  on  the  verdict  for  his  costs, — ^the  court  saying,  "  The 
death  of  the  party  is  a  revocation  of  the  authority  of  the  attorney.  Non 
constat  that  the  administrator,  when  appointed,  may  think  fit  to  go  on 
with  the  cause.  Administration  must  first  be  taken  out,  and  then  the 
cause  may  proceed." 

Lush.    Being  served  with  the  rule,  the  attorney  is  entitled  to  come 

ind  show  cause  against  it.     He  has  a  lien  upon  the  judgment  for  his 

costs,  and  therefore  he  has  a  personal  interest  in  the  matter.     The  affi- 

^o^rfX  ^*^^^8  upon  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  show  no  ground  for 

-I  ^discharging  the  defendant  without  payment  of  debt  and  costs. 

Scottj  in  support  of  his  rule.  It  is  idle  to  say  that  the  defendant  is 
only  to  be  discharged  upon  satisfying  the  judgment,  when  it  appears  to 
the  court,  with  reasonable  certainty,  that  the  plaintiff  is  dead,  and  is 
unrepresented,  and  therefore  that  there  is  no  person  who  has  authority 
to  receive  the  money.  Pyne  v.  Erie,  8  T.  R.  407,  distinctly  shows  that 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  his  discharge,  without  regard  to  the  plaintiff's 
late  attorney's  lien.  And  the  circumstance  of  the  attorney  having  had 
notice  of  the  rule,  though  it  may  justify  his  appearing,  will  not  entitle  him 
to  his  costs  of  opposing  the  rule :  Johnson  v.  Marriat,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  343. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  discharging  the 
defendant  out  of  custody,  must  be  made  absolute.  The  defendant's  affi- 
davit lays  reasonable  ground  for  presuming  that  the  plaintiff  is  dead. 
It  appears  that  she  has  been  absent  from  England  for  more  than  eight 
years,  and  was  last  seen  alive  in  St.  Petersburgh,  in  1841.  The  plain- 
tiff's late  attorney,  who  now  comes  to  oppose  the  defendant's  discharge, 
does  not  present  to  the  court  any  circumstances  tendilig  to  impeach  the 
defendant's  affidavit.  No  will  of  the  plaintiff  has  been  proved ;  nor  have 
any  letters  of  administration  of  her  effects  been  granted ;  nor  does  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  profess  to  have  had  any  communication  with  his  client. 
What,  then,  is  the  situation  of  the  attorney  ?  He  no  longer  represents 
the  plaintiff;  and  he  has  no  authority  to  receive  the  debt.  If  so, — the 
judgment  debt  being  an  entire  thing, — it  is  very  difficult  to  say  that  the 
*^781  ^®^^'^^*'^*  ought  to  pay  any  part  of  it  to  the  *attomey  as  the 
^  price  of  his  discharge.    No  case  has  been  produced  by  Mr.  Ltuh^ 
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where  a  party  applying  for  his  discharge  under  such  circmnBtanceSy  has 
been  made  to  pay  the  attorney's  costs.  In  the  absence,  therefore,  of  any 
authority,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  attorney's  lien  does  not  extend  so 
far  as  to  warrant  us  in  giving  effect  to  it  in  the  manner  here  sought. 

Rule  absolute. 


ELIZA  HIGES  v.  W.  H.  GREGORY,  Executor  of  ROBERT 

GREGORY,  deceased.    Nov.  24. 

The  repated  father  of  an  iUegiiimate  ehild,  upon  ceasing  to  eobabit  with  the  mother,  wrote  to 
her  ae  follows  ^— "A>  I  always  promised  that  yon  and  your  child  should  never  want^  I  wiH 
allow  yon  1002.  a  year  for  your  life  and  little  Emma's,  to  begin  from  the  Ist  of  July,  and  to  be 
paid  quarterly,  which  I  think  will  be  suflScient  to  keep  you  in  great  comfort  Of  course,  if  I 
hear  of  your  beharing  ill,  or  bringing  up  your  child  improperly,  I  wiU  stop  the  allowance  to 
you :"— Held,  by  Wildb,  C.  J.,  and  Hadlb,  J.  {diaaentieui*  V.  Wiluajis,  J.},  that  the  letter 
disclosed  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  promise  to  pay  the  annuity,  vis.  the  mother's  pro- 
perly bringing  up  the  child. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  before 
the  making  of  the  promise  of  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, to  wit,  on  the  26th  of  October,  1810,  the  plaintiff,  being  then 
sole  and  unmarried,  and  having  theretofore  always  conducted  herself  with 
chastity  and  decorum,  was  seduced  by  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  who  then 
debauched  and  carnally  knew  the  plaintiff,  so  being  sole  and  unmarried 
as  aforesaid,  and  by  means  of  which  said  seduction  and  carnal  knowledge 
the  plaintiff  then  became  pregnant,  and  afterwards,  and  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  and  before  the  making  of  the  promise  there- 
inafter mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  28th  of  September,  1818,  was  delivered 
of  a  bastard  child,  to  wit,  a  daughter,  which  said  child  had  been  and  was 
begotten  by  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  and  is  still  living ;  that  j-^q-q 
^afterwards,  and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  and  ^ 
before  the  making  of  the  said  promise  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  plain- 
tiff, so  being  sole  and  unmarried  as  aforesaid,  and  having  wholly  relin- 
quished and  given  up  all  cohabitation  and  immoral  intercourse  with  the 
said  Robert  Gregory,  deceased,  had,  at  his  request,  undertaken  and  then 
had  the  care  and  nurture  of  the  said  child ;  that  thereupon,  afterwards, 
and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  of 
July,  1814,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  that  the  plaintiff  would 
behave  well,  and  continue  to  take  charge  of  and  properly  bring  up  her 
said  child,  he  the  said  Robert  Gregory  then  promised  the  plaintiff,  that 
he,  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  his  executors  or  administrators,  would  allow 
and  pay  to  the  plaintiff  lOOZ.  a  year  for  and  during  the  life  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  that  of  the  said  child,  to  be  paid  quarterly,  that  is  to  say,  on  the 
1st  of  July,  Ist  of  October,  1st  of  January,  and  Ist  of  April,  in  each 
and  every  year  during  the  time  aforesaid,  the  first  of  such  quarterly  pay- 
ments to  be  payable  on  the  1st  of  July,  1814 ;  that  the  plaintiff  had 
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always,  from  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  promise,  behaved  irell 
and  in  a  moral  and  proper  manner,  and  continaed  to  take  charge  of,  and 
so  properly  to  bring  up,  and  hath  so  properly  brought  up  the  said  child ; 
that,  before  and  at  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  said  child  was, 
and  still  remained,  alive, — of  all  which  premises  respectively  the  defend- 
ant, executor  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  and  after  the  death  of  the  said 
Robert  Gregory,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  of  September,  1847,  had  due  notice ; 
that  afterwards,  and  after  the  death  of  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  April,  1848, 
a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  2002.,  of  the  said  yearly  sum  of  100^.,  for 
eight  quarters  of  a  year,  which  then  and  after  the  death  of  the  said 
Robert  Gregory  had  elapsed,  became  due  and  payable  to  the  plaintiff 
*QQm  ^^^^^  *^^  ^7  *virtue  of  the  said  promise  of  the  said  Robert 
-I  Gregory  in  that  behalf;  nevertheless,  the  defendant,  executor  as 
aforesaid,  not  regarding  the  said  promise  of  the  said  Robert  Gregory, 
had  not  at  any  time  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  200Z.,  or  any  part 
thereof,  although  often  requested  so  to  do,  but  had  thenceforward,  wholly 
neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  and  the  same  was  wholly  due  and  unpaid, 
contrary  to  the  said  promise  of  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  in  that  behalf 
made  as  aforesaid,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — first,  that  the  said  Robert  Gregory  did  not 
promise,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. 

Secondly,  the  defendant,  executor  as  aforesaid,  said,  that  theretofore, 
and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1841,  by  a  certain  indenture  then  made  between  the  said  Robert 
Gregory  and  the  defendant  of  the  one  part,  and  one  James  Joseph  Wheble 
of  the  other  part,  the  said  Robert  Gregory  did,  for  himself,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  covenant  with  the  said  James  Jo- 
seph Wheble,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  he  the  said 
Robert  Gregory,  his  executors,  &c.,  would  pay  to  the  said  James  Joseph 
Wheble,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  sum  of  70007.,  and  interest  thereon  at  the 
rate  of  61.  per  cent,  per  annum^  on  a  day  which  had  passed  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  to  wit,  the  7th  of  September,  1842,  which  said 
indenture  was  still  in  full  force,  and  at  the  commencement  of  this  suit 
there  was,  and  still  remained,  due  and  owing,  upon  and  by  virtue  of  the 
said  indenture  and  covenant,  the  said  sum  of  70007.,  and  a  large  sum  of 
money  for  interest  thereon,  to  wit,  5007. ;  that  theretofore,  and  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  of  January,  1846, 
by  a  certain  indenture  then  made  between  the  said  Robert  Gregory  and 
the  defendant  of  the  first  part,  one  George  Eyton  of  the  second  part,  and 
one  James  Joseph  Wheble  of  the  third  part,  the  said  Robert  Gregory  did, 
*Q«n  ^^^  himself,  his  heirs,  &c.,  ^covenant  and  agree  with  and  to  the  said 
-I  James  Joseph  Wheble,  that  he,  the  said  Robert  Gregory,  and  his 
heirs,  would  pay  to  the  said  James  Joseph  Wheble,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  the  sum  of  18,0007.,  with  interest  for  the  same  at  the 
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rate  of  61.  per  cent,  per  annum^  on  a  day  which  had  passed  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  27th  of  January,  1847,  without 
any  deduction  or  abatement  whatsoever,  and  that  the  last-mentioned  in- 
denture was  in  full  force,  and  that,  at  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
there  was  still  due  and  owing  upon  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  inden- 
ture and  covenant,  the  said  sum  of  18,0()0Z.,  and  a  large  sum  of  money 
for  interest  thereon,  to  wit,  8000Z. :  and  that  the  defendant  had  fully 
administered  all  and  singular  the  goods  and  chattels  which  were  of  the 
said  Robert  Gregory,  deceased,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  which  had 
ever  come  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  to  be  administered,  except  goods 
and  chattels  of  small  value,  to  wit,  5Z.,  and  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  not 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  or  at  any  time  since,  nor 
had  he  then  any  goods  or  chattels  which  were  of  the  said  Robert  Gregory, 
deceased,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  his,  the  defendant's  hands,  to  be' 
administered,  except  the  said  goods  and  chattels  of  the  small  value  afore- 
said, which  were  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  said  debt  due  and  owing  upon 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  indentures  and  covenants,  and  which  were  sub- 
ject and  liable  to  satisfy  such  debt, — verification. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea,  and  as  to  the  last  prayed 
judgment  of  assets  quando. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Platt,  B.,  at  the  Oxford  summer  assizes, 
1847,  when  it  appeared,  that,  in  the  year  1810,  an  illicit  connexion  sub- 
sisted between  the  plaintiff  and  the  testator  Robert  Gregory,  then  an 
under-graduate  of  the  university  of  Oxford,  which  connexion  resulted  in 
the  birth  of  a  female  child ;  and  *that  the  parties  continued  to  p^^qoo. 
live  together  down  to  the  month  of  July,  1814,  when  the  follow-  *■ 
ing  letter  was  written  and  sent  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  testator : — 

"  Dublin,  July  4th,  1814. 

"  My  dear  Eliza, — I  this  day  received  your  letter,  and  was  much  sur- 
prised at  your  not  having  heard  from  me,  as  I  have  written  to  you  very 
often,  sending  you  money.  I  suppose  you  have  seen  Townsend,  inform- 
ing you  of  the  absolute  necessity  of  my  parting  with  you  altogether.  My 
father  never  would  have  done  anything  for  me,  if  I  continued  living  with' 
you.  But,  as  I  always  promised  that  you  and  your  child  should  never 
want,  I  will  allow  you  lOOZ.  a  year  for  life,  and  little  Emma's,  to  begin 
from  the  1st  of  July,  and  to  be  paid  quarterly  into  the  bank  wherever 
you  live ;  which,  I  think,  will  be  sufficient  to  keep  you  in  great  comfort. 
As  I  shall  always  be  most  anxious  for  yours  and  child's  welfare,  I  would 
by  all  means  advise  you  immediately  to  leave  Oxfordshire,  and  live  in 
some  county  where  you  are  not  known.  My  father  will  write  to  Mr. 
Walker,  the  banker,  about  your  money,  as  long  as  you  remain  in  Oxford. 
I  hope  you  will  let  me  know  what  you  mean  to  do,  and  any  advice  or 
assistance  I  can  ever  give  you,  I  will  with  pleasure.  Pray  send  me  all 
my  receipts,  and  whatever  papers  you  have  of  mine  of  any  consequence. 
Let  me  know  if  you  owe  any  money,  and  I  will  pay  it.     Of  course,  if  I 
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hear  of  your  behaying  ill,  or  bringiog  up  your  child  improperly,  I  irfll 
stop  the  allowance  to  yoa.  But  I  am  snre  you  never  will.  I  haye 
written  to  Townsend  to  give  you  all  the  advice  he  can ;  and,  with  sincere 
wishes  for  yours  and  child's  happiness,  believe  me  your  most  sincere 
friend,  ^'  Robebt  Gbbooky." 

^^  Write  soon,  and  Townsend  will  direct  it." 
^      -       *The  annuity  was  duly  paid,  pursuant  to  the  above  agreement, 
-I   down  to  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  in  1847.    The  plaintiff 
rested  her  case  upon  that  letter,  relying  upon  the  authority  of  Jennings 
V.  Brown,  9  M.  &;  W.  496. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted  that  the  letter  of  July  the 
4th,  1814,  contained  no  promise  binding  the  testator. 

The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  letter  was  sufficient  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  action ;  but  he  reserved  to  the  defendant 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  think  otherwise. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  2002., 

WhaUlet/y  in  Michaelmas  term  following,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

Keating  and  Phillimore  now  showed  cause.  The  question  arises  upon 
the  construction  of  the  letter  of  the  4th  of  July,  1814.  It  is  submitted 
that  it  shows  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  promise  alleged  in  the 
declaration.  Mere  past  cohabitation  would  not  be  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion: Binnington  v.  Wallis,  4  B.  &;  Aid.  650;  Beaumont  v.  Reeve,  8  Q. 
B.  483.  But,  in  Jennings  t;.  Brown,  9  M.  &  W.  496,  where  the  reputed 
father  of  an  illegitimate  child  promised  to  pay  the  mother  an  annuity  if 
she  would  maintain  the  child,  and  keep  secret  their  connexion — it  was 
held  that  the  maintenance  of  the  child  was  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
sustain  assumpsit.  '^  The  woman,"  said  Pabeb,  B.,  in  the  course  of  the 
argument,  ^^  has  supported  the  child,  and  that  is  a  good  consideration. 
It  is  a  matter  of  bargain  that  she  is  to  take  care  of  the  child,  and 
to  exonerate  the  father."  In  Gibson  v.  Dickie,  3  M.  &;  Selw.  468, — 
4,004-1  cited  by  Patteson,  J.,  in  Beaumont  v.  '^'Reeve, — an  agreement 
-^  by  the  defendant  to  allow  the  plaintiff,  with  whom  he  had 
cohabited,  an  annuity,  provided  she  would  continue  single,  was  held 
valid.  The  court  must  be  prepared  to  overrule  Jennings  v.  Brown,  if 
they  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  consideration  in  the  present  case  is 
insufficient.  [Maulb,  J.  The  consideration  in  Jennings  v.  Brown  was, 
the  mother's  keeping  the  secret  and  the  child :  here,  it  is,  her  keeping  the 
child  and  being  of  good  behaviour.  I  should  think  that  ample  consi- 
deration, v.  Williams,  J.  In  Gibson  v.  Dickie,  there  was  some  arrange- 
ment about  bank-stock :  the  case  is  very  loosely  reported ;  but  it  is  not 
material  to  the  present  question.]  The  authorities  are  summed  up,  and 
the  conclusion  now  suggested  arrived  at  in  2  Wms.  Saund.  137  i.  There 
are  many  moral  considerations  that  will  support  an  express  promise: 
Atkins  V.  Banwell,  2  East,  505.  The  adequacy  of  the  consideration  is 
not  in  question. 

WhaUley  and  Q-ray^  in  support  of  the  rule«     This  case  may  be  dis- 
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pOBed  of  without  at  all  interfering  with  Jennings  v.  Brown.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  letter  imports  a  contract  such  as  that  stated  in  this 
deolaration.  The  only  fair  construction  of  it  is,  that  it  contains  a  mere 
expression  of  the  writer's  intention  to  allow  the  plaintiff,  with  whom  he 
had  cohabited,  and  by  whom  he  had  had  a  child,  for  whose  support  he 
was  morally  responsible,  an  annuity  of  1002.  so  long  as  she  riiould,  in  his 
judgment,  conduct  herself  properly,  and  properly  bring  up  the  child. 
The  testator  clearly  might  have  discontinued  the  payment  at  any  time 
during  his  life.  It  does  not  amount  to  a  contract  legally  binding  him 
to  pay  the  annuity  until  the  woman  forfeits  it  by  ^misconduct,  r^eocg 
[Wilde,  G.  J.  Is  not  that  the  sense  in  which  she  understood  it, 
and  in  which  he,  at  the  time  of  writing  the  letter,  meant  it  ?  I  do  not  see 
what  other  fair  construction  can  be  put  upon  it.]  That  which  is  alleged 
to  be  the  consideration  for  the  promise  comes  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the 
letter.  It  amounts,  no  doubt,  to  a  strong  moral  obligation ;  but  no  more. 
Wilde,  G.  J.  Upon  the  best  judgment  I  can  form,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  there  is  upon  the  face  of  the  letter  of  the  4th  of  July,  1814,  a  suffi- 
cient consideration  for  the  testator's  promise  to  pay  the  annuity  sought 
to  be  recovered  in  this  action.  The  promise  is  by  the  father  of  an  ille* 
gitimate  child,  upon  whom  certain  moral  duties  rested;  and  to  the 
mother  of  the  child.  Looking  at  the  circumstances  and  relative  position 
of  the  parties,  the  consideration  is  much  stronger  than  appears  in  many 
cases  of  guarantees.  The  object  of  the  writer  of  the  letter  seems  to 
have  been,  to  preserve  the  child  from  want,  to  relieve  himself  from 
being  compelled  to  support  it,  and  to  secure  to  the  child  the  mother's 
care.  It  is  very  probable  that  some  latent  feelings  of  regard  for  a 
woman  with  whom  he  had  been  living  upon  terms  of  familiar  inter- 
course, may  have  influenced  his  mind ;  but  the  principal  object  he  had 
in  view  was,  the  care  and  maintenance  of  the  child.  Suppose  the  letter 
had  been  addressed  to  a  stranger,  who  had  no  interest  in  the  child,  and 
upon  whom  there  rested  no  duty  or  obligation  to  bring  it  up,  still,  if  he 
had  abided  by  the  terms  of  it,  and  brought  up  the  child  in  the  prescribed 
manner,  there  would  have  been  ample  consideration  for  the  promise  to 
pay  the  annuity.  I  cannot  help  thinking  the  testator  was  actuated  by 
a  high  sense  of  justice  and  moral  duty,  in  entering  into  this  engage- 
ment. It  is  impossible,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  to  measure  precisely  the 
adequacy  of  the  consideration  the  party  receives :  *nor  does  the  f-4,qo/> 
law  require  it.  In  order  to  ascertain  the  writer's  intention,  we  '- 
must  not  look  at  the  particular  collocation  of  the  sentences,  but  at  the 
whole  letter  together.  In  one  part,  he  says :  "  As  I  always  promised 
that  you  and  your  child  should  never  want,  I  will  allow  you  lOOZ.  a  year 
for  life  and  little  Emma's,  to  begin  from  the  Ist  of  July,  and  to  be  paid 
quarterly  into  the  bank  wherever  you  live ;  which  I  think  will  be  suffi- 
cient to  keep  you  in  great  comfort."  And,  in  another  part,  he  says, — 
«^^  Of  course,  if  I  hear  of  your  behaving  ill,  or  bringing  up  your  child 
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.improperly,  I  will  stop  the  allowance  to  yoti/'  The  writer's  object  is 
here  plainly  developed,  that  the  child  shall  be  brought  np  in  a  proper 
manner ;  and  more  particularly  as  he  refers  to  a  former  promise  that 
the  mother  should  never  want,  and  to  his  desire  to  keep  the  mother  and 
child  in  comfort.  Looking  at  the  whole  letter,  I  am  unable  to  say  to 
what  extent  the  testator  measured  the  allowance  by  his  feelings  towards 
the  mother :  but  I  think  it  is  manifest  that  his  principal  object  was,  to 
relieve  himself  from  the  obligation  of  bringing  up  the  child,  and  to  cast 
it  upon  the  mother:  and  that  appears  to  me  to  be  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion for  the  promise.     I  think,  therefore,  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  motion  for  a  nonsuit, — 
which  I  must  confess  I  thought  at  the  time  should  not  have  been  granted, 
— is  grounded  on  a  suggestion  that  the  promise  and  the  consideration  were 
not  so  proved  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  action.  Now, 
the  promise  is,  to  pay  the  plaintiff  100^.  a  year.  And  the  substance 
of  the  consideration  upon  ^rtiieh  that  is  to  be  paid,  is,  that  the  plaintiff 
shall  properly  bring  up  a  child.  The  letter  shows  the  great  anxiety  of 
the  writer  for  the  child's  welfare ;  and  it  refers  to  some  former  promise,— 
*3871  "^  *^^*y^  promised  *that  you  and  your  chUd  should  never  want. 
*  J  I  will  allow  you  100?.  a  year  for  life,  and  little  Emma's."  No 
doubt  the  promise  was  proved.  The  early  part  of  the  letter  offers  an 
inducement  to  the  mother  to  bring  up  the  child  properly ;  and,  in  the 
subsequent  part,  the  writer  points  to  the  consequence  of  a  failure  to  do 
this,  viz.,  the  loss  of  the  allowance.  It  is  a  promise  upon  an  executory 
consideration.  If  the  child  is  properly  brought  up,  then  the  contract 
being  executed  by  the  other  party,  the  testator  was  bound  to  pay  her  the 
consideration  upon  the  faith  of  which  she  performed  the  duty  cast  upon 
her.  The  agreement  having  been  thus  acted  upon,  there  is,  and  there 
must  have  been  intended  to  be,  a  binding  contract.  It  never  could  have 
been  meant,  that,  after  the  plaintiff  had  maintained  the  child  upon  the 
faith  of  the  testator's  promise,  the  payment  of  the  annuity  should  be 
made  or  withheld  at  his  option  or  caprice.  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  there 
was  a  binding  contract,  and  that  the  consideration  is  accurately  stated. 

y.  Williams,  J.  There  is  no  doubt  the  promise  in  this  case  is  pro- 
perly laid  and  proved.  And  it  is  equally  clear,  that,  morally  speaking, 
the  annuity  ought  to  be  paid,  so  long  as  the  plaintiff  continues  to  observe 
the  conditions  upon  which  it  was  granted.  It  is  also  clear,  that  the  pro- 
mise is  valid,  and  capable  of  being  enforced,  if  it  was  founded  upon  the 
consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  properly  bring  up  the  child ;  and 
that  it  was  invalid,  and  incapable  of  being  enforced,  if  the  consideration 
for  it  was  the  by-gone  cohabitation.  The  only  question,  therefore,  is, 
what  is  the  true  construction  of  the  letter  of  the  4th  of  July,  1814.  I 
am  extremely  glad  that  the  lord  chief  justice  an(}  my  brother  Maulh 
^tOQQ-i  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  promise  was  founded  upon 
^  an  adequate  legal  ^consideration ;  for,  I  must  confess  that  my 
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own  imprefision  is,  that  the  testator  merely  intended  to  confer  upon  the 
plaintiff  a  bounty  which  he  might  recall  at  pleasure :  but,  as  the  mqorit  j 
of  the  court  entertain  a  different  opbion,  the  rule  will  be  discharged. 

Talfoitbp,  J.,  having  been  counsel  in  the  cause,  took  no  part  in  the 
discussion.  Rule  discharged.(a) 

(a)  See  Linnegar  «.  Hodd,  4  Man.  Or.  A  S.  437. 


i[. 


FAGAN  V.  HARRISON.    Nov.  17. 

A.,  a  merchant  at  Dublin,  oontraeted,  throagh  the  agency  of  0.  A  F.,  merchants  at  LiTerpooI, 
to  parehase  of  B.,  a  ahip-baUder  at  Qnebeo,  a  Tessel,  described  in  the  contract  ae  then  building, 
— B.  engaging  that  she  should  be  finished  "in  a  complete  and  workmanlike  manner,  and  ftir- 
nished  with  the  certificate  to  that  efTect  from  Lloyds'  surveyor;"  and  A.  agreeing  to  pay  the 
stipulated  price  by  his  acceptance  of  B/s  draft  at  six  months  after  date  from  the  day  the  Tessel 
should  be  ready  to  take  in  cargo :  and  the  agreement  contained  the  following  clause,-— "In  oase 
of  the  ship  not  being  according  to  B/s  representation  and  the  within  agreement,  and  should, 
on  her  arrival  at  Dublin,  exhibit  any  defect  which  shall  be  declared  as  such  by  any  two  com- 
petent persons,  B.  hereby  agrees  to  put  it  to  rights,  at  his  own  expense,  on  her  second  voyage." 

The  vessel  being  finished,  notice  of  that  fiiot  was  sent  to  A.,  and  on  the  14th  of  June,  1845,  a 
draft  for  the  price  was  forwarded  to  him  through  D.,  for  his  acceptance.  On  the  17th,  A.  wrote 
to  D.  as  follows :— "  From  the  course  adopted  by  B.  we  shall  have  some  difficulty,  unless  you 
take  the  position  which  C.  A  F.  stood  in  to  me,  vis.  to  guaranty  that  B.  wiU  fulfil  the  eon- 
tract  to  the  flill  extent  and  meaning  as  it  was  so  understood  at  our  agreement,  which  he  has 
not  done  in  two  essential  points,  Ac.  Immediately  on  hearing  from  my  agent  in  Quebec,  I 
wrote  to  0.  A  F.,  who  replied  that  they  would  be  responsible  as  agreed  on.  The  course  taken 
by  B.  is,  to  avoid  this,  and,  by  getting  me  to  accept  the  bill  sent  through  your  hands,  would 
leave  me  no  remedy  but  to  go  to  law.  I  only  require  the  guarantee  from  you  that  B.  will  per- 
form his  contract  and  the  representattons  ho  made  of  the  vessel.  With  regard  to  the  survey 
which  must  be  had, — if  you  agree  to  appoint  one  merchant  I  will  appoint  the  other  s  let  them 
agree  to  an  umpire.  Give  me  a  letter  of  guarantee  that  B.  will  abide  by  the  award,  and  that 
^e  will  perform  his  part  without  delay." 

To  this  letter,  D.  replied,— "We  are  perfectly  willing  to  take  the  position  in  which  yon  propose 
(quite  reasonably)  to  place  us.  If,  therefore,  yon  accept  B.'s  bill,  and  return  it  to  us  forthwith, 
we  hereby  agree  to  become  pereonally  reeponeihU  to  you  for  the  due  fulfilment  of  the  eonditione 
ofB*e  contract:  and,  as  0.  A  F.  have  the  confidence  of  all  parties,  we  suggest  that  they  should 
be  appointed  to  decide  what  ought  to  be  done,  in  oase,  upon  the  ship's  arrival,  you  have  any 
cajue  of  complaint." 

Upof  receipt  of  D.'s  letter,  A.  accepted  the  bill,  and  paid  it  at  maturity.  On  the  ship's  arrival  at 
Dublin,  A.  wrote  to  D.,  informing  him  that  he  had  appointed  Brooke  to  survey  her  on  hb 
behalf:  to  this  D.  replied,— "As  your  contract  was  made  through  C.  A  F.,  we  leave  them  to 
adjoiit  all  differences,  and  tee  Vfill  be  reeponaible  for  whatever  they  award." 

C.  A  F.  appointed  Pope  to  survey  the  vessel  with  Brooke.  These  two,  having  surveyed  the 
vessel,  reported  that  35H.  (exclusive  of  252.,  their  fees  and  expenses)  was  required  to  complete 
her  according  to  contract;  whereupon  0.  A  F.  made  their  award  as  follows:*— "We,  the  under- 
signed, having  been  authorised  by  D.  of  London,  to  estimate  the  sum  which  A.,  of  Dublin,  is 
entitled  to  receive  from  B.  of  Quebec,  for  the  deficient  state  in  which  he  turned  out  the  ship 
J.  F.,  contrary  to  the  terms  of  his  contract,  and  not  feeling  ourselves  competent  for  such  a 
task, — that  fs,  the  estimating  in  a  tradesmanlike  manner  such  deficiencies, — did  fbr  that  pur- 
pose appoint  W.  Pope  to  meet  J.  W.  Brooke,  they  two  to  decide  on  the  deficiencies  of  the  said 
vessel,  and  to  estimate  an  equivalent  in  money  for  the  said  deficiencies ;  and,  those  gentlemen 
having,  after  due  examination,  and  by  written  certificate,  declared  that  sum  to  be  851Z.,  and 
surveyors'  fees  252. ;  we  hereby  award  that  the  said  sums  together  (3762.),  be  paid  to  A.  by  D., 
on  behalf  of  B.,  with  interest,"  Ae. : — 

lleld,  upon  a  special  ease  setting  out  the  above  facts  and  correspondence,  that  there  was  no  evi- 
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denoe  that  A.  had  erer  aoquiesoed  in  the  {nroposal  of  referenee  to  C  A  F^  or  that  the  latter 
ever  profeued  to  act  under  any  authority  derived  firom  A. ;  and,  consequently,  that  A.  was  not 
entitled  to  reoover  against  D.  the  ram  mentioned  in  the  so-ealled  award* 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  there- 
tofore, and  before  the  making  of  the  promises  by  the  defendant  therein- 
*f(AQi  ^^^  mentioned,  *t6  wit,  on  the  2l8t  of  February,  1845,  an 

-'  agreement  in  writing  was  made  and  entered  into  between  Thomas 
Conrad  Lee,  therein  described  as  of  Quebec,  in  the  province  of  Lower 
Canada,  and  the  plaintiff,  whereby  the  said  T.  C.  Lee  agreed  to  sell,  and 
the  plaintiff  agreed  to  buy,  a  new  ship  or  vessel  then  building  at  Quebec, 
and  not  then  launched,  to  be  of  the  registered  tonnage  (old  measure)  of 
about  five  hundred  and  sixty  tons ;  which  said  yessel  was  in  a  great  state 
♦AQAi  ^^  forwardness,  *and  would  be  launched  first  open  water,  and  got 

J  ready  for  sea,  and  fitted  with  all  despatch,  so  as  to  sail  amongst 
the  first  ships  from  Quebec :  the  said  ship  to  be  sold  with  her  hull,  masts, 
and  spars,  standing  and  running  rigging,  sails,  anchors,  and  chains  all 
complete,  as  per  inventory  annexed  to  the  said  agreement,  and  ready  for 
sea,  deliverable  to  the  plaintiff  at  Quebec  the  day  the  said  ship  would  be 
ready  to  commence  taking  in  cargo  after  she  was  launched ;  from  which 
day  the  plaintiff's  ownership  was  to  commence,  but  prior  to  which  the 
ship  was  to  be  at  the  risk  of  the  sud  T.  C.  Lee :  that  T.  C.  Lee  thereby 
engaged  that  the  said  ship  would  be  finished  in  a  complete  and  workman- 
like manner,  and  be  furnished  with  the  certificate  to  that  effect  from 
Lloyds'  surveyor,  W.  Jameson ;  that  her  anchors  and  chains  should  be 
new,  and  of  the  size  and  weight  required  for  her  size,  to  pass  Lloyds' 
surveyor  there  for  classification,  except  that  her  chains  should  be  of 
the  length  of  ninety  fathoms  each,  as  per  inventory,  and  should  be  the 
same  as  the  ship  Rose-;  that  the  said  ship  should  have  at  least  one  full 
suit  of  sails  all  new,  and  that  her  rigging  should  be  all  new,  and  of  the 
sizes  required  for  a  ship  of  her  tonnage ;  masts  and  spars  to  be  all 
good  and  sufficient,  and  to  have  all  the  masts'  heads  of  sufficient  length ; 
that  the  said  ship  should  be  copper-fastened,  like  the  Rose,  except  the 
centre  rows,  which  were  iron,  and  in  consideration  of  which  T.  C.  Lee 
agreed  to  allow  the  plaintiff  an  abatement  off  the  price  of  the  shi^  to 
the  extent  of  251. :  that  the  iron-work  should  be  all  of  proper  size, 
and  sufficient  for  both  hull  and  spars ;  that  the  said  ship  should  have 
a  sufficient  windlass  on  the  principle  of  Tysack  k  Dobson's  patent; 
and  also  to  have  three  boats,  new  and  good,  and  of  sufficient  size  for 
the  vessel ;  and  that  all  the  carpenters'  and  joiners'  work  should  be  well 
and  thoroughly  finished,  and  the  whole  ship  finished  and  put  out  of 
*8911  *^^^^  ^  ^  thorough  workmanlike  manner :  and  the  plaintiff  thereby 

''.  agreed  to  pay  the  said  T.  C.  Lee  for  the  said  ship  8/.  per  ton,  on 
the  old  measurement  tonnage,  payable  by  his  acceptance  of  T.  C.  Lee's 
draft  at  six  months  from  the  date  when  the  ship  should  be  ready  to  take 
in  cargo ;  which  draft  the  plaintiff  thereby  bound  himself  to  accept  on 
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receipt  of  sneh  advice  of  her  being  lannchedy  and  ready  to  take  in,  as 
wonld  enable  him  to  protect  himself  bj  insnrance,  which  advice  the  said 
T.  0.  Lee  thereby  bound  himself  to  give  him  at  the  same  time  that  he 
notified  the  drawing  of  the  said  bill :  the  said  ship  was  to  be  registered 
in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  register  was  to  be  taken  out  accord- 
ingly :  the  said  ship  was  to  be  fitted  similarly  to  the  Rose,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  inventory  annexed  to  the  said  agreement :  the  said  ship 
was  to  be  delivered  at  Quebec  by  the  said  T.  0.  Lee,  who  would  charge 
on  the  amount  thereof  the  rate  of  commission  usud  at  that  jSlace :  in 
case  of  the  said  ship  not  being  aeeordiifig  to  the  said  T.  C,  Lee's  repre- 
sentation, and  the  said  written  agreement^  and  that  the  said  ship  should, 
on  her  arrival  in  Dublin,  exhibit  any  defect  which  should  be  declared  as 
such  by  any  two  competent  persons,  the  said  T.  0.  Lee  thereby  agreed  to 
ptit  it  to  rights,  at  his  own  ea^ense,  on  her  second  voyage:  and,  lastly,  it 
was  further  agreed  that,  in  lieu  of  the  251.  as  before  stated  to  be  abated 
by  the  said  T.  C.  Lee,  the  plaintiff  preferred  to  leave  it  to  the  said  T. 
C«  Lee's  generosity  and  liberality  to  give  him  an  equivalent  in  workman- 
ship, or  any  other  manner,  in  lieu  thereof.  The  declaration  then  averred, 
that,  the  said  agreement  being  so  made  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  ship 
being  built  and  ready  to  receive  cargo,  the  said  T.  C.  Lee,  to  wit,  on  the 
7th  of  May,  1845,  drew  upon  the  plaintiff  a  certain  bill  of  exchange  for 
payment  of  the  said  price  so  agreed  to  be  given  for  the  said  ship  or  ves- 
sel, to  wit^  the  sum  of  48892.  7s.  8(2.,  ^payable  six  months  after  r^ono 
the  date  thereof:  that  the  said  ship  or  vessel  not  having  been  ■- 
registered  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  register  thereof  not  hav- 
ing been  taken  out  accordingly,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  said 
ship  or  vessel  having  been  registered  in  the  name  of  the  said  T.  C.  Lee, 
and  the  said  ship  not  having  been  well  built,  in  a  complete  and  workman- 
like manner,  and  the  said  agreement  not  having  been  in  these  and  in 
other  respects  fulfilled  or  performed  by  the  said  T.  C.  Lee  according  to 
the  terms,  true  intent,  and  meaning  thereof,  and  the  plaintiff  having  by 
reason  thereof  refused  to  accept  the  said  bill  of  exchange  so  drawn  upon 
him  as  aforesaid,  thereupon,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  of  June, 
1845,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant, 
would  accept  the  said  bill  of  exchange  so  drawn  by  the  said  T.  G.  Lee 
upon  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  would  promise  and  agree  on  his  part 
to  abide  by,  perform,  and  keep  the  award  and  determination  of  one  E. 
Ohaloner  and  one  Q.  Fleming,  who  should  be  appointed  by  and  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff  and -of  the  defendant  to  decide  and  determine  what  ought 
to  be  done,  in  case,  upon  the  said  ship's  arrival  at  Dublin,  the  plaintiff 
should  have  any  cause  of  complaint  against  the  said  T.  G.  Lee  in  respect 
of  the  said  agreement,  and  to  adjust  all  differences  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  said  T.  C.  Lee  in  respect  of  the  said  agreement, — with  power  to 
the  said  E.  Chaloner  and  Q.  Fleming  to  call  in  two  competent  surveyors 
to  survey  and  report  upon  the  alleged  defects  and  deficiencies  of  the  said 
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vessel,  and  to  estimate  the  amount  thereof;  the  defendant  then  promised 
the  plaintiff  that  he  would  be  responsible  to  the  plaintiff  for  whatever  the 
said  E.  Ghaloner  and  Q,  Fleming  should  award  and  determine  in  that 
behalf,  and  would  fulfil,  abide  by,  and  perform  the  award  of  the  said' 
£•  Ghaloner  and  Q.  Fleming  in  the  premises.  The  declaration  then 
^^^  "^averred,  that  the  plaintiff,  confiding  in  the  said  promise  and  un- 
'  -J  dertaking  of  the  defendant,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  did  accept  the  said  bill  of  exchange  so  drawn  by  the 
said  T.  C.  Lee  as  aforesaid,  and  afterwards,  at  the  maturity  thereof,  duly 
paid  the  same  ;  that,  the  said  ship  or  vessel  having  urived  at  Dublin,  and 
the  said  E.  Ghaloner  and  Q.  Fleming  having  taken  upon  themselves  the 
burthen  of  determining  and  adjusting  the  said  matters  so  referred  to  them, 
did,  on  the  6th  of  April,  1846,  by  a  certain  note  in  writing  award  and 
adjudge  that  the  sum  of  8762.  should  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  de* 
fendant  on  behalf  of  the  said  T.  C.  Lee,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  his 
the  plaintiff's  acceptance  for  the  ship  falling  due,  and  that  the  said  award 
should  be  paid  on  presentation  thereof;  that  the  said  award  was  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  duly  presented  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  he  then  had  notice  thereof;  yet  that  the  defendant  had  not 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  376Z.,  or  any  part  thereof. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — ^first,  non  assumpsit, — secondly,  that  Messrs. 
Ghaloner  and  Fleming  did  not  take  on  them  the  burthen  of  the  reference, 
— thirdly,  that  Ghaloner  and  Fleming  did  not  make  any  award. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial,  at  the  summer  assisses  for  the  southern 
division  of  Lancashire,  in  1848,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff, subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  a  special  case,  which  stated, 
in  substance,  as  follows  : — 

The  plaintiff  in  this  action  is  a  merchant  and  ship-owner,  carrying  on 
business  in  Dublin.  The  defendant  carried  on  buisiness,  under  the  style  of 
Robert  Harrison  &  Go.,  in  London,  and  acted  as  agent  for  Thomas  Gonrad 
Lee,  a  ship-builder  at  Quebec. 

On  the  21st  of  February,  1845,  an  agreement  was  made  between  the 
said  Thomas  Gonrad  Lee,  at  Liverpool,  and  the  plaintiff,  as  follows: — 
*ftQ4i  *"  Memorandum  of  agreement  made  this  21st  of  February, 
-J  1845,  between  Thomas  Gonrad  Lee,  of  Quebec,  Lower  Ganada,  and 
James  Fagan,  of  Dublin,  for  the  purchase  of  a  new  ship  or  vessel,  now  build- 
ing at  Quebec,  and  not  yet  launched,  to  be  of  the  registered  tonnage,  old 
measure,  of  about  five  hundred  and  sixty  tons,  and  got  ready  for  sea,  and 
fitted  with  all  despatch.  Thomas  Gonrad  Lee  agrees  to  sell  the  said  ship 
to  James  Fagan,  hull,  masts,  spars,  rigging,  sails,  anchors,  and  chains,  all 
complete,  as  per  inventory  annexed,  and  ready  for  sea ;  deliverable  to  him' 
at  Quebec  the  day  she  is  ready  to  commence  taking  in  cargo,  from  which 
day  Mr.  Fagan's  ownership  is  to  commence.  Thomas  Gonrad  Lee  engages 
that  she  shall  be  finished  in  a  complete  and  workmanlike  manner,  and 
furnished  with  the  certificate  to  that  effect  from  Lloyds'  surveyor,  Mr. 
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Jameson.  And  for  the  said  ship  James  Fagan  agrees  to  pay  Thomas 
Conrad  Lee  81,  sterling  per  ton^  payable  by  his  acceptance  of  Thomas 
Conrad  Lee's  draft  at  six  months  after  date  from  the  day  she  is  ready  to 
take  in  cargo;  which  draft  James  Fagan  hereby  binds  himself  to  accept, 
on  receipt  of  such  advice  of  her  being  launched  and  ready  to  take  in, 
as  will  enable  him  to  protect  himself  by  insurance ;  which  advice  Thomas 
Conrad  Lee  hereby  binds  himself  to  give  him  at  the  time  that  he  notifies 
the  drawing  of  the  bill.  The  ship  to  be  registered  in  the  name  of  James 
Fagan,  and  register  taken  out  accordingly.  Li  case  of  the  ship  not  being 
according  to  Mr.  Lee's  representation  and  the  within  agreement,  and 
should  on  her  arrival  in  Dublin  exhibit  any  defect  which  shall  be  declared 
as  such  by  any  two  competent  persons,  Thomas  Conrad  Lee  hereby  agrees 
to  put  it  to  rights  at  his  own  expense  on  her  second  voyage. 

(Signed)  '^Thomas  C.  Lbb. 

"  Witness;  "  Jambs  Fagan.'' 

"  QUINTIN  FXiBMING." 

'''The  vessel  was  launched  shortly  afterwards,  and  was  examined  p^qq,. 
and  passed  by  the  said  Mr.  Jameson.     The  vessel  was  not  regis-  '- 
tered  in  the  plaintiff's  name,  but  in  that  of  Thomas  Conrad  Lee ;  and 
on  the  26th  of  May,  Thomas  Conrad  Lee  wrote  to  the  plaintiff,  as 
follows : — 

"  Quebec,  26th  May,  1845. 

^*  Dear  Sir, — The  James  Fagan  will  be  loaded  this  week.  I  cannot, 
according  to  law,  take  out  a  register  of  the  ship  in  your  name,  and  have 
therefore  been  obliged  to  take  it  out  in  my  name,  and  have  this  day  for- 
warded to  my  friends,  Messrs.  Harrison  k  Co.,  of  London,  a  power  of 
attorney  to  transfer  you  the  vessel,  and  I  have  to  advise  my  having  drawn 
on  you  at  six  months'  date  from  the  7th  of  May,  for  4389Z.  7$.  8(2., 
amount  of  the  ship,  which  you  will  please  to  accept. 

''  Ship  James  Fagan,  548||  the  tons,  at  82.  per  ton  =  48897.  7s.  &2*'' 

"Yours,  kc, 
(Signed)  «T.  C.  Lbb." 

"  To  Jambs  Faqak,  Esq." 

On  the  14th  of  June,  1845,  B.  Harrison  &  Co.  sent  the  plaintiff  the 
bill  of  exchange,  and  requested  him  to  accept  the  same.  The  plaintiff 
replied  as  follows : — 

"  London,  17th  June,  1845. 

'^  Gentlemen, — I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter,  with 
Mr.T.  C.  Lee's  draft  for  amount  of  new  ship,  which  I  contracted  for 
through  Messrs.  Chaloner  &  Fleming,  of  Liverpool.  From  the  course 
adopted  by  Mr.  Lee,  we  shall  have  some  difficulty,  unless  you  take  the 
position  which  Messrs.  Chaloner  k  Fleming  stood  in  to  me,  viz.  to  gua- 
ranty that  Mr.  Lee  will  fulfil  the  contract  to  the  full  extent  and  meaning 
as  it  was  so  understood  at  our  agreement,  which  he  has  not  done  in 
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^  *tiro  essential  points,  m.  he  bas  not  registered  the  Tessel  in  iny 

-J  name,  as  he  was  bound  bj  the  contraet  te  do;  he  has  not,  when 
called  on  hj  my  agent  to  remore  any  bad  and  defectare  beams,  which 
wete  pointed  ont  to  him,  and  which  he  admitted  himself  should  not  hare 
been  put  in  the  ship.  Mr.  Lee  represented  the  floors  as  all  black  birch, 
and  it  appears  many  are  ash.  Immediately  on  hearing  from  my  agent 
at  Qnebec,  I  wrote  to  Messrs.  Chaloner  k  Ileming,  who  replied  that  they 
would  be  responsible  as  agreed  on.  The  course  taken  by  Mr.  Lee,  is,  to 
aroid  this,  and,  by  getting  me  to  accept  the  bill  sent  through  your  hands, 
would  leave  me  no  remedy  but  to  go  to  law.  You  will  perceive,  by  the 
contract,  that  I  cui  have  a  surrey  of  the  ship  on  her  arrival  at  Dublin ; 
and  that  the  alterations  which  the  arbitrators  may  direct  to  be  done, 
were  left  to  be  done  on  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  in  Quebec,  on  her  second 
voyage.  True,  Mr.  Lee  may  say  he  will  do  so ;  but  he  mav  make  such 
delay,  when  I  have  no  control  over  him,  that  it  would  perhaps  be  better 
not  to  let  the  ship  into  his  hands.  Mr.  Lee  must  have  some  nfotive  in 
not  registering  the  vessel  in  my  name.  I  only  require  the  guarantee 
from  you  that  Mr.  Lee  will  perform  his  contract^  and  the  representations 
he  made  of  the  vessel.  I  think  Messrs.  Chaloner  k  Fleming  will  give 
you  assurance  that  I  will  fulfil  my  part.  I  send  you  copy  of  contract ; 
also  copy  of  Mr.  Lee's  letter  to  me.  You  will  perceive  tliat  he  intended 
you  should  transfer  the  ship  at  once.  With  regard  to  the  survey  which 
must  be  had,  if  you  agree  to  appoint  one  merchant,  I  will  appoint  the 
other :  let  them  agree  to  an  umpire.  Give  me  a  letter  of  guarantee  that 
Mr.  Lee  will  abide  by  the  award,  and  that  he  will  perform  his  part  with« 
out  delay :  or,  I  will  accept  the  bill,  on  receiving  the  transfer  of  the  ship, 
short  2002.  or  8007.,  to  cover  me  against  loss ;  binding  myself,  in  case 
^^Q^-  the  award  does  not  amount  to  *the  short  acceptance,  to  pay,  at 
-I  maturity,  any  balance  in  his  favour.  Yours,  &c., 

(Signed)  ^^  Jambs  Faoan. 

"To  Messrs.  Habbison  k  Co.'* 

To  this  the  defendant  answered: — 

"  London,  19th  June,  1845. 

"  Sir, — ^We  have  received  your  letter  of  the  17th  instant,  which  we 
have  perused  with  attention ;  and  we  are  perf<^ctly  willing  to  take  the 
position  in  which  you  propose  (quite  reasonably)  to  place  us.  K,  there- 
.  fore,  you  accept  Mr.  Lee's  biU  for  43892.  7s.  8<2.,  and  return  it  to  us 
forthwith,  we  hereby  agree  to  become  personally  responsible  to  you  for 
the  due  fulfilment  of  the  conditions  of  Mr.  Lee's  contract,  dated  the  21st 
of  February,  for  the  ship  James  Fagan:  and,  as  Messrs.  Chaloner  k 
Fleming  have  the  confidence  of  all  parties,  we  suggest  that  they  should 
be  appointed  to  decide  what  ought  to  be  done,  in  case,  upon  the  ship's 
arrival,  you  have  any  cause  of  complaint.  Yours,  ftc, 

(Signed)  <<  R.  Habbison  k  Co. 

«<  Td  jABnss  Fagait,  Esq.*' 
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To  thia  the  plamtiff  relied,  on  the  26th  :-r- 

<'  2eth  JttB6, 1845. 

^*  Gentlemen, — On  mj  return,  I  received  yeors  of  the  19th;  and,  relj* 
ing  on  the  guarantee  you  give  me,  I  send  encloeed  the  bill,  aocepted  for 
the  full  amount  of  the  new  ship.  This  I  do  in  full  confidence  of  your 
honse,  and  that  yon  will  in  course  of  post  send  me  the  transfer  and  bill 
of  sale,  which,  according  to  contract,  I  should  have  had  before  I  ac- 
cepted. 

(Signed)  '<  Jambs  Fagan. 

"To  Messrs.  Harrison  ft  Co." 

♦The  vessel  arrived  in  Dublin  in  due  course ;  and  the  plaintiff  r^oq^ 
then  wrote  to  Messrs.  Harrison  ft  Co.,  informing  them  that  he  ^ 
appointed  Mr.  Srooke  to  survey  the  vessel  on  his  behalf,  and  requesting 
them  to  appoint  some  person  to  survey  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Lee..    Much 
correspondence  took  place  on  the  subject.    Afterwards,  on  the  5th  of 

August,  1845,  Messrs.  Harrison  ft  Co.  wrote  as  follows : — 

• 

"  London,  5th  August,  1845. 
"  Dear  Sir, — ^As  your  contract  for  the  James  Fagan  was  made  through 
Messrs.  Ghaloner  ft  Fleming,  we  leave  them  to  adjust  all  differences,  and 
we  will  be  responsible  for  whatever  they  award. 

"  Yours,  ftc, 

"  B.  Harrison  ft  Co. 
"  To  Jambs  Fagan,  Esq." 

Messrs.  Harrison  ft  Co.  wrote  also  to  Messrs.  Chaloner  ft  Fleming  on 
the  subject,  who,  on  the  17th  of  August,  appointed  Mr.  Pope,  Lloyds' 
Liverpool  surveyor,  to  meet  Mr.  Brooke  at  Dublin,  and  notified  this  to 
Messrs.  Harrison  ft  Co. 

The  two  surveyors  surveyed  the  vessel,  and  reported,  on  the  SOth  of 
August,  1845,  that  the  sum  required  to  complete  her  according  to  con- 
tract, was,  851Z.  exclusive  of  surveyors'  fees  and  expenses,  which  amounted 
to  251.  This  report  was  forwarded  by  Messrs.  Chaloner  ft  Fleming,> 
together  with  the  following  award,  to  Messrs.  Harrison  ft  Co. : — 

'^  We,  the  undersigned,  having  been  authorized  by  B.  Harrison  ft  Co., 
of  London,  to  estimate  the  sum  which  Mr.  James  Fagan,  of  Dublin,  is 
entitled  to  receive  from  Mr.  Thomas  Conrad  Lee,  of  Quebec,  for  the 
deficient  state  in  which  he  turned  out  the  ship  James  Fagan,  contrary 
to  the  terms  of  his  contract ;  and,  not  feeling  ourselves  competent  for 
such  a  task,  that  is,  the  ^estimating  in  a  tradesmanlike  manner  pogo 
such  deficiencies,  did  for  that  purpose  appoint  Mr.  W.  Pope,  ^ 
Lloyds'  surveyor,  of  this  port,  to  meet  Mr.  J.  W.  Brooke,  also  of  this 
port,  they  two  to  decide  on  the  deficiencies  of  the  said  vessel,  and  to 
estimate  an  equivalent  in  money  for  the  said  deficiencies;  and  those 
gentlemen  having,  after  due  examination,  and  by  written  certificates, 
declared  that  sum  to  be  8517.,  and  surveyors'  fees  25/. :  we  hereby  award 
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that  the  said  snms, — say,  together,  8762., — be  paid  to  Mr.  James  Fagaa, 
by  B.  Harrison  k  Oo.,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Thomas  Conrad  Lee,  with  into* 
rest  from  the  date  of  his  acceptance  for  the  ship  falling  due ;  and  that 
this  award  be  paid  on  presentation  hereof.    Liverpool,  April  6th,  1846. 

(Signed)  '^GhaLoneb  &  Fleming." 

Messrs.  Harrison  k  Go.  refused  to  pay  the  sum  awarded,  and  said  in 
excuse, — ^'  We  were  responsible  for  Mr.  Lee's  due  fulfilment  of  the  con- 
tract ;  and,  if,  upon  the  return  of  the  vessel  to  Quebec^  in  October,  1845, 
Mr.  Lee  had  refused  to  remedy  all  defects  according  to  the  contract,  our 
guarantee  might  have  been  resorted  to :  but,  as  Mr.  Lee  was  at  that  time 
ready  to  do  all  that  was  necessary,  we  are  not  liable." 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiflf  was  entitled  to 
recover,  then  the  verdict  to  stand,  with  such  damages  as  the  court  shall 
direct.  If  the  court  shall  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  the  verdict  to 
be  entered  for  the  defendant  on  such  issue  or  issues  as  the  court  shall 
direct. 

Martin  (with  whom  was  JBugh  HilX),  for  the  plaintiff.(a) .  The  real 
*4001  4^^^^^^^  ^'  whether  the  defendant's  '''letter  of  the  9th  of  April, 
1846,  truly  represents  the  contract  between  the  parties.  The 
original  agreement  with  Lee  was,  for  the  purchase  of  a  ship  then  in  the 
course  of  building  at  Quebec,  and  not  yet  launched, — the  builder  ex- 
pressly engaging  that  the  ship  ^^  shall  be  finished  in  a  complete  and  work- 
manlike manner,  and  furnished  with  the  certificate  to  that  effect  from 
Lloyds'  surveyor :"  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the 
contract  to  limit  his  obligation  to  merely  remedying  any  defects,  on  the 
vessel's  second  voyage :  he  bound  himself  that  she  should  be  put  out  of 
hand  in  a  workmanlike  manner.  And  of  that  contract  there  has  been  a 
clear  breach,  in.  respect  of  which  the  plaintiff  might  have  sued  Lee. 
The  defendant's  liability  will  depend  upon  the  letters  of  the  17th,  19th, 
and  26th  of  June,  and  5th  of  August,  1845,  and  the  9th  of  April,  1846. 
In  the  letter  of  the  17th  of  June,  the  plaintiff  writes, — "  Prom  the 
course  adopted  by  Mr.  Lee,  we  shall  have  some  difficulty,  unless  you  take 
the  position  which  Messrs.  Ghaloner  &  Fleming  stood  in  to  me,  viz.  to 
guaranty  that  Mr.  Lee  will  fulfil  the  contract  to  the  full  extent  and 
meaning  as  it  was  so  understood  at  our  agreement,  which  he  has  not 
done  in  two  essential  points."  In  his  answer  of  the  19th,  the  defendant 
says, — "  We  are  perfectly  willing  to  take  the  position  in  which  you  pro- 
pose (quite  reasonably)  to  place  us.  If,  therefore,  you  accept  Mr.  Lee's 
bill  for  4389Z.  7«.  8d.,  and  return  it  to  us  forthwith,  we  hereby  agree  to 
become  personally  responsible  to  you  for  the  due  fulfilment  of  Mr.  Lee's 
contract :  and,  as  Messrs.  Ghaloner  k  Fleming  have  the  confidence  of 
all  parties,  we  suggest  that  they  should  be  appointed  to  decide  what 
ought  to  be  done,  in  case,  upon  the  ship's  arrival,  you  have  any  cause 

(a)  The  point  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  pUdntifF,  was, — "  That  the  facts  and 
oorrespondenoe  set  oat  in  the  ease  establish  his  right  to  the  rerdict  on  the  sereral  issnes." 
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of  oomplaint."  On  the  26th,  the  plamtiff  again  'writes  to  the  defend- 
ant) — *^  Belying  on  the  guarantee  jon  give  me,  I  send  enclosed  the  bill 
aocepted  for  the  ^ftdl  amount  of  the  new  ship."  The  plaintiff  r^c^A-i 
haying  subsequentlj  written  to  inform  the  defendant  that  he  had  ^ 
appointed  Mr.  Brooke  to  survey  the  vessel  on  his  behalf,  the  defendant, 
on  the  5th  of  August,  answers, — *^  As  your  contract  for  the  James  Fa- 
gan  was  made  through  Messrs.  Chaloner  k  Fleming,  we  leave  them  to 
ac(ju8t  all  differences,  and  we  tviU  be  responsible  far  whatever  they  award.'* 
Is  the  defendant's  liability  on  that  letter  to  be  limited  to  the  single  stipu- 
lation in  Lee's  contract,  as  to  repairing  defects  on  the  second  voyage  T 
or  does  it  amount  to  a  general  guarantee  for  the  due  fulfilment  of  that 
contract  ?  It  is  submitted  that  the  latter  is  the  true  construction.  Sup- 
posing an  action  had  been  brought  against  Lee  for  the  breach  of  his 
contract,  and  the  evidence  given  by  the  surveyors  had  been  given  in 
court,  could  Lee  have  said  that  the  only  liability  he  incurred  was  that  of 
making  good  the  defects,  provided  the  ship  was  sent  out  to  him  for  that 
purpose  7    Undoubtedly  not. 

W.  B.  Watson  (with  whom  were  James  WUde  and  BovilT)^  for  the  defend- 
ant.(a)  Harrison's  letter  of  the  5th  of  August,  1845,  merely  amounts 
to  a  guarantee  that  Lee  would,  on  the  vessel's  arriving  out  at  Quebec, 
repair  any  defects  that  might  be  pointed  out  by  the  surveyors.  Chaloner 
k  Fleming  never  were  in  fact  appointed  arbitrators  at  all ;  for,  although 
the  defendant  *was  willing  that  they  should  be  so  appointed,  the  rit^AM 
plaintiff  never  signified  his  assent.  And,  if  they  were  appointed  *- 
arbitrators,  they  never  took  upon  themselves  the  burthen  of  the  arbitra- 
tion ;  nor  did  they  make  any  award.  Lee  contracted  to  sell  to  the  plain- 
tiff a  ship  of  a  certain  description.  For  any  breach  of  that  contract,  Lee 
might  be  responsible  in  damages.  All,  however,  that  the  defendant 
engages  for  is,  that  Lee  shall  perform  his  contract ;  not  that  he,  the 
plaintiff,  will  pay  such  damages  as  may  be  awarded  for  a  breach  thereof. 
The  defendant  had  no  authority  on  behalf  of  Lee  to  refer  the  differences 
between  him  and  the  plaintiff  to  arbitration :  and  there  is  no  pretence 
for  saying  that  Messrs.  Chaloner  k  Fleming  ever  were  appointed  to 
adjust  such  differences.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff's  acceptance  of 
the  bill  was  the  consideration  for  the  guarantee.]  Be  it  so :  at  that  time 
there  was  no  such  contract  as  that  declared  upon ;  the  defendant  had 
not  agreed  to  be  bound  by  the  award  of  Messrs.  Chaloner  k  Fleming. 
[Maule,  J.  This  is  the  ordinary  case  of  a  contract  for  a  good  ship, 
with  a  farther  stipulation,  that,  if  the  purchaser  is  dissatisfied,  on  a  sur- 

I 

(a)  The  points  marked  for  Mrgnment  on  the  part  of  tbe  defendant,  were, — *'  That  Messrs.  Cha- 
loner and  Fleming  were  not  appointed  hj  him  as  arbitrators,  with  power  to  make  an  award 
directing  him  to  pay  any  sum  of  money  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  never  consented  to 
snoh  arbitration :  that  Messrs.  Chaloner  and  Fleming  did  not  take  npon  themselves  the  charaoter 
of  tnch  arbitrators,  or  act  in  that  capacity,  at  any  time  up  to  the  moment  of  their  making  the 
■apposed  award:  and  that  Messrs.  Chaloner  and  Fleming  did  not  in  fact  make  any  award  as  such 
arbitrators." 
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yfij  had,  the  buQd^r  irill  reipedy  cUfe«;t8  m^e  next  voyage  out*  Thi^t 
may  be  cumulative.]  The  defe^^wt  merely  agreed  to  guaranty  the 
performance  by  Lee  of  wha>t  he  had  at  first  l^ft  apperfonped:  the  object 
of  the  reference  was,  to  ascertain  what  defectB  r^uired  amending.  In 
truth,  Chaloner  &  Fleming  did  nothing  but  appoint  Pope  to  survey  the 
vessel.  They  do  not  even  state  that  they  have  taken  upon  themselves 
the  burthen  of  the  reference.  [Cubsswsll,  J.  In  fact,  they  say  that 
they  are  incompetent.]  Precisely  so.  £Maui«b,  J.  No  formal  refer- 
ence or  award  was  contemplated.] 

Martin  was  heard  in  reply.  Our,  adv.  vuU* 

^4031       "^WiLDB,  G.  J.}  now  delivered  the  judgipent  of  the  court. 

-^  This  case  has  been  argued  beforp  us  on  a  special  case  which 
states  the  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  to  be,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover  against  the  defendant  for  any  and  what  damages, 
or  whether  a  verdict  ought  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant  on  any,  and^ 
if  any,  on  which  of  the  issues  which  were  joined  in  the  cause. 

The  cause  of  action  alleged  in  the  declaration  in  this  case  is,  the  non- 
performance of  an  award  of  certain  persons  of  the  names  of  Chaloner  and 
Fleming ;  and  the  declaration  sets  out  an  agreement  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  one  Thomas  Oonrad  Lee,  of  Quebec,  by  which  Lee  contracted  to 
build  a  ship  for  the  plaintiff,  of  a  certain  description,  and  upon  certain 
terms  therein  mentioned,  and  alleges  that  Lee  had  not  performed  his 
contract  in  certain  respects  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  that  he 
had  drawn  a  bill  upon  the  plaintiff  for  the  price  of  the  ship,  which  biU 
the  plaintiff  hsul  refused  to  accept,  upon  the  ground  of  the  breaches  of 
contract  committed  by  Lee :  and  the  declaration  then  alleges,  that,  in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  accept  such  bill,  the  defendant  had 
promised  to  abide  by  the  award  cff  the  said  Chaloner  and  Fleming,  who 
should  be  appointed  by  and  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant^ 
to  determine  what  ought  to  be  done  in  regard  to  the  said  ship,  and  the 
differences  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Lee  in  relation  to  the 
said  contract :  and  the  declaration  then  avers  that  the  referees  under- 
took the  burthen  of  the  reference,  and  made  an  award  directing  the 
defendant  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  Bwpfi  of  money  sought  to  be  recovered 
in  this  action. 

To  this  declaration,  the  defendant  pleaded, — ^first,  non  assumpsit, — 

secondly,  that  Chaloner  and  Fleming  did  not  take  upon  themselves  the 

^AQA-i  burthen  of  determining  *and  adjusting  the  matters  alleged  to  have 

been  referred  to  them, — thirdly,  that  Chaloner  and  Fleming  never 

made  any  award  upon  the  matters  referred  to  them.  ' 

The  case  sets  forth  a  great  number  of  letters  which  had  passed  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  and  between  the  defendant  and  Chaloner 
and  Fleming :  but  as  the  agreement  upon  which  the  action  is  brought,  is 
alleged  in  the  declaration  to  have  been  made  in  consideration  that,  the 
plaintiff  would  accept  the  bill  which  Lee  had  drawn  upon  him  for  the 


8  TiASmsa,  (J^ANGER,  k  80OTT.  404 


price  of  the  ship,  the  material  letters  which  constitute  the  plaintiff's  eyi- 
dence  npon  the  issue  of  non  assompsit,  are  those  which  preceded  the 
mcceptance  of  the  hill ;  and  those  letters  are,  the  plaintiff's  letter  to  the 
defendant,  dated  the  17th  of  June,  1845,  and  the  defendant's  answer 
written  to  the  plaintiff,  dated  the  19th  of  June,  and  the  plaintifi^'s  reply 
to  the  defendant,  dated  the  26th  of  June. 

The  plaintiff's  letter  of  the  17th  Of  June  contains  the  following  pas- 
sage : — ^'  I  only  require  the  guarantee  from  you,  that  Mr.  Lee  will  per- 
form his  contract,  and  the  representations  he  made  of  the  vessel :"  and, 
in  another  part  of  the  letter,  he  says : — "  If  you  agree  to  appoint  one 
merchant,  I  will  appoint  the  otheir.  Let  them  agree  to  an  umpire.  Give 
me  a  letter  of  guarantee  that  Mr.  Lee  will  abide  by  the  award,  and  that 
he  will  perform  his  part  without  delay."  The  defendant,  in  answer  to 
this  letter,  says : — ^*  If  you  will  accept  Mr.  Lee's  bill  for  4389Z.,  and 
return  it  to  us  forthwith,  we  hereby  agree  to  become  personally  respon- 
sible to  you  for  the  due  fulfilment  of  the  conditions  of  Mr.  Lee's  contract. 
And,  as  Messrs.  Chaloner  and  Fleming  have  the  confidence  of  all  parties, ' 
we  suggest  that  they*  should  be  appointed  to  suggest  what  ought  to  be 
done,  in  case,  upon  the  ship's  arrival,  you  have  any  cause  of  complaint." 
In  the  plaintiff's  reply,  on  the  26th  of  June, — ^which  is  the  only  other 
letter  between  the  ^parties  before  the  acceptance  of  the  bill, — he  i-^^ac 
says :  "  Rdying  oh  the  guarantee  you  give  me,  I  send  enclosed  ^ 
the  bill  accepted  for  the  full  amount  of  the  new  ship.  This  I  do  in  the 
^good  faith  and  respectability  of  your  house,  and  that  you  will,  in  the 
course  of  post,  send  me  the  transfer  and  bill  of  sale." 

The  plaintiff,  it  will  be  observed,  makes  no  reference  whatever  to'the 
proposal  of  reference  to  Ohaloner  and  Fleming,  contained  in  the  defend- 
ant's letter :  nor  can  the  co^urt  discover  any  evidence  whatever  in  the 
case,  in  support  of  the  aflbmative  of  the  issue  upon  non  assumpsit. 

That  the  plaintiff  did  not  mean  to  acquiesce  in  the  proposal  of  refer- 
ence to  Chaloner  and  Fleming,  we  think,  is  clear,  from  his  letter  of  the 
19th  of  June :  and  we  think  that  the  subsequent  conduct  and  correspond- 
ence of  Uie  parties  throughout,  is  inconsistent  with  any  such  agreement 
on  his  part ;  as  it  will  be  observed  that  the  only  persons  noticed  as  refer- 
ees in  any  subsequent  part  of  the  transaction,  up  to  the  time  of  Messrs. 
Chaloner  and  Fleming  writing  the  letter  which  is  called  an  award,  were, 
Mr.  Brooke,  appointed  by  the  plaintiff  to  survey  the  ship  on  his  behalf, 
and  Mr.  Pope,  appointed  by  Chaloner  and  Fleming,  on  behalf  of  Lee,  to 
survey  with  Mr.  Brooke. 

And  we  are  also  of  opinion  that  Chaloner  and  Fleming  never  professed 
to  act  under  any  authority  derived  from  the  plaintiff. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  th^t  the  verdict  must  be  entered  for  the 
defendant  upon  the  several  issues  which  are  joined  upon  the  record. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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*406]  *THE  BANWEN  IRON  COMPANY  v.  BARNETT.  Nov.  10. 

A  eertiilcate  of  oomplete  regiatrAtion  gnntod  bj  tJi«  regiitnr  of  joint-stook  eompaoiei  pnrtotai 
to  the  7  A  8  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  7,  iocorporatofl  the  company,  aooording  to  s.  25,  notwithstaiidjiig 
the  deed  omits  some  of  the  provisions  required  by  schedule  (A.)  to  be  inserted  therein.  At  all 
•vents,  it  is  not  eompetent  to  a  shareholder,  in  answer  to  an  action  for  a  call,  to  objeet  that 
raeh  certificate  has  been  granted  npon  t^io  prodnotion  of  an  insnffioient  deed. 

Quartf  whether  the  Jadgmentof  the  reglBtnMr,  in  granting  or  withholding  a  certificate,  is  subject 
to  review  f  ^ 

Debt.  The  first  count  stated  that  The  Banwen  Iron  Company,  the 
plaintiffs  in  this  suit,  by  W.  M.  W.^  their  attorney,  complained  of  S.  B. 
Bamett,  the  defendant  in  this  suit,  who  had  been  summoned,  &c.  Fpr 
that,  at  the  tilne  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  defendant,  aa 
the  holder  of  certain  shares,  to  wit,  500  shares,  in  a  certain  company,  to 
wit,  The  Banwen  Iron  Company  aforesaid,  was  indebted  to  the  said  com- 
pany in  a  certain  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  2400Z.,  for  certain  instal- 
ments of  capital  then  due  and  payable  in  respect  of  the  said  shares :  yet 
the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  said  instalments,  or  any  or  either  of  them, 
or  any  part  thereof,  but  the  said  sum  of  money  still  remained  wholly  due^ 
owing,  and  unpaid  to  the  said  company. 

There  was  cdso  a  count  upon  an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — thirdly,  to  the  first  count,  that,  after  the  Ist 
of  November,  1844,  and  before  the  accruing  of  the  supposed  causes  of 
action  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  October,  1846,  a  joint-stock  company,  aa 
defined  in  an  act  passed  in  the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lady  the 
Queen  for  the  registration,  incorporation,  and  regulation  of  joint-stock 
companies,  not  being  a  banking-company,  school,  or  scientific  or  lite- 
rary institution,  nor  a  friendly  society,  loan  society,  or  benefit  building 
society,  respectively,  duly  certified  and  enrolled  under  the  statutes  at 
any  time  in  force  respecting  such  societies,  that  is  to  say,  a  partnership 
*4n71  *^^®^®^f  *^®  capital,  to  wit,  60,000Z.,  was  then  agreed  to  be  divided 
J  into  10,000  shares  of  6Z.  each,  and  so  aa  to  be  transferrable  with- 
out the  express  consent  of  all  the  co-partners,  was  established  in  that 
part  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  called  England,  to  wit,  in  the  city 
of  London,  for  the  purpose  of  profit  to  the  shareholders  thereof, — which 
partnership  was  not  existing  before,  and  the  formation  of  which  partner- 
ship was  commenced  after,  the  said  1st  of  November^  1844 :  That  the 
said  joint-stock  company  was  never  a  company,  as  defined  in  the  said 
statute,  for  executing  any  bridge,  road,  cut,  canal,  reservoir,  aquednot, 
water-work,  navigation,  tunnel,  archway,  railway,  pier,  harbour,  ferry, 
or  dock,  which  cannot,  and  which  could  not  at  the  times  of  the  passing 
and  carrying  into  operation  of  the  first-mentioned  statute,  be  or  have 
been  carried  into  execution  without  obtaining  the  authority  of  parliament, 
nor,  except  as  in  this  plea  mentioned,  a  company  as  defined  in  such  last- 
mentioned  statute,  at  any  time  incorporated  by  statute  or  charter,  or 
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sQthorized  bj  statute  or  letters-patent  to  sue  and  be  sned  in  the  name  of 
any  officer  or  person :  That  the  said  joint-stock  companj  was,  during 
the  time  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  of  October,  1846,  formed  for  the 
purposes  thereinafter  mentioned,  by  deed  indented  then  made  between 
B.  J.  Browne  of  the  first  part,  the  several  persons  whose  names  and 
seals  were  thereunto  subscribed  and  affixed  (except  the  said  B.  J.  Browne), 
that  is  to  say,  one  S.  B.  Bamett,  one  M.  B.  Scott,  &c.,  &c.,  of  the  second 
part  (the  other  names  of  the  several  persons  of  the  second  part  being  to 
the  defendant  unknown),  and  E.  J.  Lemon  of  the  third  part ;  by  which 
indenture, — rafter  reciting  as  therein  was  recited, — the  several  persons 
whose  names  and  seals  were  thereunto  subscribed  and  affixed,  declared 
that  they  had  formed  themselves  into  a  company  for  the  purpose  of  rais- 
ing and  working  the  mines  and  seams  of  *coal,  culm,  and  iron- 


stone and  iron-mine,  and  all  and  singular  other  the  mines  and 


[*408 


minerals,  fire-clay,  quarries,  rock,  and  stone,  and  premises  comprised  in 
and  demised  by  the  indenture  of  demise  therein  recited,  and  of  smelting 
the  said  ironstone  and  iron-mine,  and  selling  the  iron  produced  therefrom 
for  the  benefit  of  the  said  company,  and  of  selling  and  making  the  most 
in  every  way,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  demise,  of  the  said 
mines  and  minerals,  and  fire-clay,  and  other  the  premises  comprised 
therein  and  thereby  saleable ;  and  in  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
aforesaid,  it  was  intended  that  the  said  company  should  erect  smelting- 
fomaces,  workmen's  houses,  and  other  buildings,  and  steam-engines  and 
other  machinery,  and  make  the  necessary  roads  and  tramways,  and 
have  all  the  powers  requisite  to  work  the  said  premises  to  the  greatest 
advantage ;  and  it  wa«  by  the  same  indenture  agreed  and  declared  by 
and  between  the  said  parties  thereto,  amongst  other  things,  as  follows, 
that  is  to  say,  that  the  said  company  should  be  called  The  Banwen 
Iron  Company ;  that  the  principal  office  for  carrying  on  the  business  of 
the  company  should  be  at  No.  28  Threadneedle  Street,  in  the  city  of  Lon- 
don, with  a  branch  office  on  the  same  premises  so  comprised  in  and  demised 
by  the  said  indenture  of  demise,  to  wit,  &c. ;  that  the  capital  of  the  said 
company  should  be  60,0007.,  and  should  be  divided  into  10,000  shares 
of  6L  each,  and  that  such  &ipital  should  not  be  increased ;  [and  that 
one  S.  B.  Bamett,  &c.  &c.,  should  be,  and  they  were  thereby  appointed^ 
directors  of  the  said  company ;  and  the  said  parties  to  the  said  indenture 
thereby  confirmed  all  matters,  payment,  acts,  and  deeds  in  and  about  the 
business  of  the  said  company  at  any  time  theretofore  made  or  done  by 
them,  or  any  of  them], — as  by  the  same  indenture,  then  sealed  with  the 
seals  of  the  several  persons  parties  thereto  as  aforesaid,  except  the  said 
♦B.  J.  Lemon,  reference  being  had  thereto,  would,  amongst  other  p^^/vQ 
things,  fully  appear :  That  the  nature  and  business  of  the  said  ^ 
company  as  aforesaid  might  and  did,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  and 
still  might  and  did,  require  that  the  said  deed  of  settlement  should,  at  the 
time  of  the  making  thereof  as  aforesaid,  and  before  fhe  prodoiction  of  the 
VOL.  vni. — 88  Y  2 
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same  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  grant- 
ing of  the  certificate  as  theremafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  of 
October,  1846,  have  made  provision  for  such  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
the  schedxde  (A)  to  the  first-mentioned  statute  annexed,  as  were  next 
thereinafter  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  [for  prescribing  the  maximnm 
number  of  directors  to  be  appointed,  the  number  of  shares  or  the  amount 
of  interest  bj  which  they  are  to  be  qualified,  the  period  for  which  they 
are  to  hold  office,  so  that  at  least  one-third  of  such  directors,  or  the 
nearest  number  to  one-third,  should  retire  annually,  subject  to  re-eleotion 
if  thought  fit,  and  for  the  determination  of  the  persons  iriio  should  so 
retire  in  each  year,  as  in  the  said  statute  and  last-mentioned  schedule 
respectively  mentioned :  That  such  deed  did  not  at  any  time  make  pro* 
vision  f(Hr  prescribing  the  period  for  which  the  said  directors  in  that  plea 
mentioned  were  to  hold  office,  so  that  at  least  one-third  of  such  directors, 
<Hr  the  nearest  number  to  one-third,  should  reture  annually,  as  in  the  said 
statute  and  last-mentioned  schedule  respectively  mentioned  and  required:] 
That  afterwards,  and  before  the  granting  of  the  certificate  thereinafte(r 
mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  of  October,  1846,  the  said  indenture  was 
produced  to  one  Francis  Whitmarsh,  Esq.,  then  being  the  registrar  of 
joint-stock  companies,  as  and  for  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  said  com- 
pany, under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  shareholders  therein,  setting  forth 
such  matters^  and  making  such  provisions  as  are  by  the  first-mentioned 
4,41  A-1  ^statute  required  to  be  provided  for,  and  as  and  for  such  deed  so 
^  signed  and  certified  as  in  the  same  statute  is  in  that  behalf  pro- 
vided, together  with  a  complete  abstract  thereof  previously  approved  by 
the  said  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies,  and  also  a  copy  of  sudi  deed, 
for  the  purpose  of  registering  the  same ;  and  that  thereupon,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  on  such  production  of  such  deed,  and  not  other- 
wise, and  notwithstanding  such  deed  was  not  then  conformable  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  act  as  aforesaid,  the  said  registrar  of  joint-stock 
companies  granted  a  certificate  of  complete  registration  of  The  Banwen 
Iron  Company  in  the  said  indenture  and  hereinbefore  mentioned,  con- 
trary to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  that  is 
ie  say,  a  certificate  of  complete  registratidn  then  signed  by  him,  and 
iSien  sealed  with  the  seal  of  his  office,  and  then  dated  the  day  tmd  year 
last  iiforesaid,  and  setting  forth  that  the  said  company  had  been  consti- 
tuted completely  ;  and  that  such  last-mentioned  company,  when  and  after 
such  certificate  was  granted  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
^aforesaid,  and  thence  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  was,  and  still 
continued.  The  Banwen  Iron  Oompany  in  the  declaration  mentioned : 
That,  save  as  aforesaid,  there  never  was  any  such  body  politic  or  corpo- 
rate as  The  Banwen  Iron  Oompany  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  that 
the  plaintiffii  never  were  a  company  completely  registered,  and  nerer  had 
obtained  a  oertificate  of  complete  regis^tion,  otherwise  than  as  in  that 
plea  mentiwed :  and  that  the  defects  and  omissions  aforesaid  had  never 


8  MANNIK3,  ORANfifSl,  ft  SCOTT.  410 


tbeen  rappMied  by  i^  supplemeotory  deed  or  deeds  registered, — veri- 
fication. 

To  this  plea  the  plaiDtiffs  replied,  that  the  said  deed  in  the  said  third 
plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  did  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  pro- 
duction thereof  to  the  said  regktrar  of  joint-stock  companies,  as  and  for 
the  deed  of  settlement  of  tihie  said  company,  make  "^provision  for 
prescribing  the  period  for  which  the  said  directors  were  to  hold  L  ^^-'- 
office,  so  that  at  least  one-third  of  such  directors,  or  the  nearest  number 
to  one-third,  should  retire  annually,  as  in  the  said  statute  and  schedule 
respectively  mentioned  and  required, — concluding  to  the  country. 

The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  replication  to  the  third  {dea, 
assigning  for  causes, — ^that  it  tended  to  raise  an  immaterial  issue,  because 
it  was  consistent  therewith,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  granting  the  certifi- 
cate by  the  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies,  the  deed  of  settlement  of 
the  company  did  not  make  any  provision  as  in  the  said  replication  men- 
tioned, and  was  not  then  conformable  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  as 
jaforesaid,  as  alleged  in  the  third  plea ; — ^that  it  alleged  that  both  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  production  of  the  said  deed  to  the  said  registrar, 
.the  said  deed  made  provision  as  in  the  replication  mentioned,  whereas, 
what  the  deed  contained  before  such  production,  was  immaterial ;  and, 
although  the  issue  raised  by  auch  replication,  if  found  for  the  plaintifis, 
might  be  material,  yet,  if  found  for  the  defendant,  it  would  be  immate- 
rial and  inconclusive,  and,  in  order  to  raise  a  material  and  conclusive 
issue  on  the  said  third  plea,  a  repleader  must  be  awarded ; — that  the 
said  replication  tended  to  embarrass  the  defendant  in  his  proofs,  and  to 
oblige  him  to  produce  evidence  of  immaterial  matter,  to  wit,  that  the 
deed,  before  its  said  production,  omitted  to  make  such  provision  as  afore- 
said ; — that  the  replication  was  too  general,  and  should  have  set  forth 
either  the  entire  deed  to  which  it  referred,  or  so  much  of  it  as  would  be 
necessary  to  show  that  such  provision  as  aforesaid  was  made  according 
to  the  form  of  the  said  statute,  &c. ; — ^and  that  the  issue  raised  by  the 
said  replication,  was  ui  issue  of  law  simply,  and  was  not  triable,  and  was 
therefore  bad,  &c.,  &c.    Joinder. 

.  *The  fourth  plea  was  like  the  third,  omitting  the  part  within  r-i^A^o 
brackets  in  p.  408,  and  substituting  for  the  lines  within  brackets  ^ 
at  p.  409,  the  following — ^^  for  determining  whether  calls  or  instalments 
of  payments,  if  any,  are  to  be  made  in  certain  amounts  and  at  fixed 
periods,  and,  if  so,  what  amounts,  and  at  what  periods,  as  in  the  said 
statute  and  last-mentioned  schedule  respectively  mentioned :  That  such 
deed  did  not  at  any  time  make  provision  for  determining  at  what  periods 
tbe  said  instalments  of  payments  were  to  be  made,  as  in  the  same  statute 
required,  although  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  indentures,  and 
during  the  time  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  October,  1846,  the  said 
ii^dtabnents  of  payments,  then  being  the  said  instalments  of  capital  in 
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the  first  coont  of  Uie  declaration  mentioned,  were  to  be  made,  as  by  Afr 
same  indenture  is  in  that  behalf  provided,  to  wit,  an  instalment  of  21.  iH 
respect  of  each  of  the  said  shares." 

To  this  plea  the  plainlifis  replied,  that  the  said  deed  in  the  said  fonrtlL 
plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  did,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said 
production  thereof  to  the  said  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies  as  and 
for  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  said  company,  make  provision  for  de- 
termining at  what  periods  the  said  instalments  of  payments  were  to  be 
made  as  in  the  said  statute  reqnired,^-conclnding  to  the  country. 

The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  replication  to  the  fourth  plea, 
assigning  the  same  causes  of  demurrer  as  in  the  demurrer  to  the  replica- 
tion to  the  third  plea. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  fifth  plea,  to  the  second  count,  was  similar  to  the  third  plea. 

To  this  the  plaintiffs  demurred  specially,  assigning  for  causes, — ^that 
it  amounted  to  the  general  issue  merely; — ^that  it  was  but  an  argument- 
^41S1  ^^^^^  denial  of  '''the  alleged  statement  of  accounts  therein  men* 
-^  tioned ; — ^that,  although  pleaded  as  in  confession  and  avoidance,  it 
•did  not  confess  any  cause  of  action,  or  give  colour  to  the  plaintiffs,  inas^ 
much  as,  if  the  said  plea  as  pleaded  was  true,  and  the  legal  inference 
•deduced  from  the  facts  stated  therein,  was  a  valid  legal  inference,  the 
plaintiffs  had  no  colour  or  pretence  of  right  to  maintain  the  action,  nor 
«could  the  defendant  become  in  any  manner  indebted  to  them  as  alleged ; 
— that,  if  the  plea  sufficiently  confessed  a  cause  of  action,  it  did  not  in 
any  manner  avoid  the  same,  because,  if  the  plaintiffs  could  in  fact  state 
an  account  with  the  defendant,  and  upon  such  accounting  he  was  found 
indebted  to  them,  the  plea  disclosed  no  facts  or  circumstances  to  preclude 
them  from  recovering  such  debt ; — ^that,  if  the  plea  denied  all  power  or 
ability  in  the  plaintiffs  to  state  an  account  with  the  plaintiffs,  it  amounted 
to  the  general  issue,  and  was  bad  on  that  ground,  and  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  admitted  or  confessed  the  ability  of  the  plaintiffs  to  state  an 
account,  it  did  not  disclose  any  legal  bar  or  defence  to  an  action  founded' 
on  such  statement  of  account ; — that  the  said  plea  disclosed  no  sufficient 
answer  to  the  said  second  count,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  show  that  the 
alleged  omission  from  the  said  deed  of  the  said  provision,  was  wilful,  or 
that  the  said  registrar  wilfully,  and  with  notice  of  the  alleged  omission, 
granted  the  said  certificate  of  complete  registration,  or  that  the  said* 
registrar  did  not  deem  the  said  provision  one  which  the  nature  and  busi- 
ness of  the  company  might  not  or  did  not  require ; — that,  as  the  plea 
distinctly  alleged  that  the  said  registrar  granted  a  certificate  of  complete 
registration,  and  it  was  not  alleged  or  shown  that  he  acted  wilfully 
or  fraudulently  in  granting  it,  the  law  would  intend  that  it  was  duly 
and  legally  granted,  and  was  a  legal  and  valid  certificate,  until  the 
contrary  was  shown ; — that  the  plea  did  not  show  any  fact  or  ciroom- 
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itanee  *from  which  its  illegality  or  invalidity  oonld  be  inferred,  ^ .  ^  . 
in  the  abeence  of  miflcondact  or  fraud ; — that,  if  the  said  regis-  ^ 
trar  misconducted  himself  in  granting  the  said  certificate,  the  ciocnm* 
stances  and  nature  of  his  misconduct  should  have  been  shown  in  the 
plea; — ^that,  inasmuch  as  the  said  registrar  was  by  the  statute  con* 
stituted  the  judge  of  the  sufficiency  and  completeness  of  the  deed  of 
settlement  when  produced  to  him,  and  inasmuch  as  the  plea  showed  that 
he  did,  after  the  production  of  the  deed  to  him,  grant  a  certificate  of 
complete  registration  of  the  said  company,  which,  in  the  absence  of  any 
allegation  to  the  contrary,  must  be  tal:en  to  have  been  granted  bandfide^ 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  responsible  for  any  error  in  judgment  of  the  said 
registrar,  nor  could  the  defendant  take  advantage  thereof  to  evade  the 
performance  of  his  duty  as  a  shareholder  of  the  company,  by  contributing 
his  proportion  of  the  capital ; — ^that  the  plea  was  repugnant  and  contra- 
dictory, in  this,  that  it  alleged  there  never  was  any  such  body  politic  or 
corporate  as  The  Sanwen  Iron  Company  same  as  in  the  said  plea  men- 
tioned, at  the  same  time  that  the  plea  clearly  showed  that  there  was  such 
a  body  politic  or  corporate,  and  also  in  alleging  that  the  plaintifi  never 
were  a  company  completely  registered,  and  never  had  obtained  a  certifi- 
cate of  complete  registration  otherwise  than  as  in  that  plea  mentioned, 
whereas  the  plea  showed  that  the  plaintiffs  were  a  company  completely 
registered,  and  had  obtained  a  certificate  of  complete  registration. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  sixth  plea,  to  the  second  count,  was  similar  to  the  fourth  plea. 

The  plaintiffs  replied  to  the  sixth  plea,  that  the  defendant,  of  his  own 
wrong,  and  without  the  cause  or  matters  of  excuse,  or  any  of  them,  in 
the  said  sixth  plea  mentioned,  failed  and  neglected  to  pay  the  said 
*8um  of  moi^y,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  the  said  second  count  r*A\^' 
mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  therein  in  that  behalf  alleged, —  ^ 
concluding  to  the  country. 

The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  replication  to  the  sixth  plea, 
assigning  for  causes,  that  the  form  of  the  said  replication  was  inappli- 
cable to  the  sixth  plea,  which  did  not  contain  any  cause  or  matters  of 
excuse  for  the  breach  in  the  second  count  mentioned ; — that  the  plaintiffifi 
ought  to  have  traversed  one  or  more  of  the  averments  in  the  sixth  plea^ 
in  another  form ; — and  that  the  said  replication  traversed  negative  mat* 
ter,  and  the  two  negative  averments  in  the  sixth  plea  and  the  replication 
thereto,  did  not  make  a  good  issue. 
^  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Needham  (with  whom  was  Mlis)j  for  the  plaintiffs.(a)    The  substance 

(a)  The  points  marked  for  argnment  on  the  part  of  the  pMotifikf  were, — ''  that  the  pleas  afford 
no  aniwer  to  the  aotion,  hecanse  eaeh  of  them  alleges  that  a  eertiSoate  of  oomplete  registration 
was  granted  to  the  said  company,  and  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  certificate  was  improperly  ob- 
tained, by  fraud,  Ac :  that  Uie  said  pleas  do  not  show  that  the  proTisions  alleged  to  hare  been 
omitted  ftt>m  the  deed  were  in  the  judgment  of  the  registrar  snch  as  the  bosineis  of  the  company 
raqniredy  who  was  made  by  the  legislature  the  jndge  of  sneh  matters :  that»  if  they  were  required, 
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of  the  pleadkigs  being,  that,  in  tbe  deed  produced  to  4he  registnnr  on  his 
being  asked  for  a  certificate  of  complete  r^istration,  pursuant  to  the 
statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  was  defective  in  one  of  the  particulars 
pointed  out  in  schedule  (A),  the  question  reduces  itself  to  this, — ^whether 
the  registrar  is  a  judicial  or  a  ministerial  officer.  If  he  is  a  judicial 
officer,  the  grounds  upon  which  his  certificate  is  given,  cannot  be  inquired 
into*    All  the  provisions  of  the  statute  tend  *to  show  that  a  cer- 

•^  tain  discretion  to  grant  or  to  withhold  the  certificate,  is  conferred 
upon  that  officer.  The  statute  begms  with  reciting  '^  that  it  is  expedient 
to  make  provision  for  the  due  registration  of  joint-stock  companies 
during  the  formation  and  subsistence  thereof;  and  also,  after  such  com- 
plete registration  as  is  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  invest  such  companies 
with  the  qualities  and  incidents  of  corporations,  with  some  modificationSi 
and  subject  to  certain  conditions  and  regulations ;  and  also  to  prevent 
the  establishment  of  anj  companies  which  shall  not  be  duly  constituted 
and  regulated  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act/*  The  4th  section 
enacts,  ^^  that,  before  proceeding  to  make  public,  whether  by  way  of 
prospectus,  handbill,  or  advertisement,  any  intention  or  proposal  to 
form  any  company  for  any  purpose  within  the  meaning  of  that  act, 
whether  for  executing  any  such  work  as  aforesaid  (s.  2)  under  the  autho- 
rity of  parliament,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
promoters  of  such  company,  and  they,  or  some  of  them,  are  thereby 
required,  to  make  to  the  office  thereby  provided  for  the  registration 
of  joint-stock  companies  (and  thereinafter  called  the  registry-office) 
returns  of  the  foUowing  particulars,  according  to  the  schedule  (0) 
thereunto  annexed,  that  is  to  say,  1.  The  proposed  name  of  the  intended 
company,  and  also  2.  The  business  or  purpose  of  the  company,  and  also 
8.  The  names  of  its  promoters,  together  with -their  respective  occupa- 
tions, places  of  business  (if  any),  and  places  of  residence,  and  also  the 
following  particulars,  cither  before  or  after  such  publication  as  aforesaid, 
when  and  as  from  time  to  time  they  shall  be  be  decided  on,  viz.  4.  The 
name  of  the  street,  square,  or  other  place  in  which  the  provisional  place 
of  business  or  place  of  meeting  shall  be  situate,  and  the  number  (if  any) 
or  other  designation  of  the  house  or  office,  and  also  5.  The  names  of  the 
^AMPf^  ^members  of  the  committee  or  other  body  acting  in  the  forma- 

-'  tion  of  the  company,  their  respective  occupations,  places  of  busi- 
ness (if  any),  and  places  of  residence,  together  with  a  written  consent  on 
the  part  of  every  such  member  or  promoter  to  become  such,  and  also  a  writ- 
ten agreement  on  the  part  of  such  member  or  promoter,  entered  into  with 
some  one  or  more  persons  as  trustees  for  the  said  company,  to  take  one  or 
more  shares  in  the  proposed  undertaking,  which  must  be  signed  by  the 
member  or  promoter  whose  agreement  it  purports  to  be  (but  such  agree- 
ments need  not  be  on  a  stamp),  and  also  6.  The  names  of  the  officers  of 

ft&l  it  formed  no  defence,  but  only  fliniidied  ground  for  regifterisg  a  rapple^eatal  deed;  and 
that  the  defendant,  a  shareholder  of  tlie  oompanj,  eonld  not  inaiat  on  moh  a  defenee,  in  an  aetloa 
foreaUa." 
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the  company,  and  their  respective  occupations,  places  of  business  (if  an  j), 
and  places  of  residence,  and  also  7.  The  names  of  the  subscribers  to  the 
company,  their  respective  occupations,  places  of  business  (if  any),  and 
places  of  residence,  and  also,  before  it  shall  be  circulated  or  issued  to 
the  public,  8.  A  copy  of  every  prospectus  or  circular,  handbill  or  adver- 
tisement, or  other  such  document  at  any  time  addressed  to  the  public,  or 
to  the  subscribers  or  others,  relative  to  the  formation  or  modification  of 
such  company.  9.  And  afterwards,  from  time  to  time,  until  the  complete  re- 
gistration of  such  company,  a  return  of  a  copy  of  every  addition  to  or  change 
made  in  any  of  the  above  particulars :  and  that,  upon  such  registration  of 
at  the  least  the  three  particulars  first  before  mentioned,  the  promoters  of 
such  company  shall  be  entitled  to  a  certificate  of  provisional  registration/' 
Then  follows  a  clause  imposing  a  penalty  on  the  promoters  of  any  com- 
pany for  delaying  the  registration  thereof.     And  s.  7  enacts  ^^  that  it 
shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  joint-stock  company  thereafter  to  be  formed 
for  any  purpose  within  the  meaning  of  this  act,  whether  for  executing 
any  such  work  as  aforesaid  under  the  authority  of  parliament,  or  for  any 
other  purpose,  to  act  otherwise  than  provisionally  in  '''accordance  r^^^tAiQ 
with  the  act,  until  such  company  shall  have  obtained  a  certificate  L^^^ 
of  complete  registration  as  thereinafter  provided;   and  no  joint-stock 
company  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  certificate  of  complete  registration, 
unless  it  be  formed  by  some  deed  or  writing  under  the  hands  and  seals 
of  the  shareholders  therein;  and  in  or  by  such  deed  there  must  be 
appointed  not  less  than  three  directors,  and  also  one  or  more  auditors ; 
and  such  deed  must  set  forth  in  a  schedule  thereto,  in  a  tabular  manner, 
according  to  the  order  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  following  particulars, 
that  is  to  say,  1.  The  name  of  the  company,  and  also  2.  The  business  or 
purpose  of  the  company,,  and  also  8.  The  principal  or  only  place  for  car- 
rying on  such  business,  and  every  branch  office  (if  any),  and  also  4.  The 
amount  of  the  proposed  capital,  and  of  any  proposed  additional  capital,  and 
the  means  by  which  it  is  to  be  raised ;  and  where  the  capital  shall  not  be 
money,  or  shall  not  consist  entirely  of  money,  then  the  nature  of  such 
capital,  and  the  value  thereof,  shall  be  stated,  and  also  5.  The  amount  of 
money  (if  any)  to  be  raised,  or  authorized  to  be  raised,  by  loan,  and  also  6. 
The  total  amount  of  the  capital  subscribed,  or  proposed  to  be  subscribed^ 
at  the  date  of  such  deed,  and  also  7.  The  division  of  the  capital  (if  any) 
into  equal  shares,  and  the  total  number  of  such  shares,  each  of  which  is 
to  be  distinguished  by  a  separate  number,  in  a  regular  series,  and  also  8. 
The  namea  and  occupations  and  (except  bodies  politic)  the  places  of  resi- 
dence of  all  the  then  subscribers,  according  to  the  information  possessed 
by  the  officers  of  the  company  in  respect  of  such  names  and  occupations, 
and  places  of  residence,  and  also  9.  The  number  of  the  shares  which  each 
subscriber  holds,  and  the  distinctive  numbers  thereof,  distinguishing  the 
numbers  of  the  shares  on  which  the  deposit  has  been  paid,  from  those  on 
which  it  has  not  been  paid,  and  also  10.  The  names  of  the  then  directors 


41»  BANWEN  IBON  GO.  v.  BARNETT.    M.  T.  1849. 

*4191  *^^  ^^  company,  and  of  the  then  tnuteefl  of  the  company  (if 
•^  any),  and  of  the  then  auditors  of  the  company,  together  with 
their  respectire  places  of  hnsiness  (if  any),  occupations,  and  places  of 
residence,  and  also  11.  The  duration  of  the  company,  and  the  mode  or 
condition  of  its  dissolution :   And  that  such  deed  must  contain  a  cove- 
nant on  the  part  of  every  shareholder,  with  a  trustee  on  the  part  of  the 
company,  to  pay  up  the  amount  of  the  instalments  on  the  shares  taken 
by  such  shareholder,  and  to  perform  the  several  engagements  in  the  deed 
contained  on  the  part  of  the  shareholders ;  and  that  such  deed  must  also 
make  provision  for  such  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  schedule  (A)  to  the 
act  annexed,  as  the  nature  and  business  of  the  company  may  require, 
and  either  with  or  without  provision  for  such  other  purposes  (not  incon- 
sistent with  law)  as  the  parties  to  such  deed  shall  think  proper ;  and  that 
every  such  deed  of  settlement  must  be  signed  by  at  least  one  fourth  in 
number  of  the  persons  who  at  the  date  of  the  deed  have  become  subscri- 
bers, and  who  shall  hold  at  least  one-fourth  of  the  maximum  number  of 
shares  in  the  capital  of  the  company ;  and  that  every  such  deed  must  be 
certified  by  two  directors  of  the  company,  by  writing  endorsed  thereon 
in  the  form  contained  in  the  schedule  (B)  to  the  act  annexed ;  and  that, 
on  the  production  of  such  deed,  setting  forth  such  matters  and  making 
such  provisions  as  are  thereby  required  to  be  provided  for,  and  being  so 
signed  and  certified,  together  with  a  complete  abstract  or  index  thereof, 
to  be  previously  approved  by  the  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies,  and 
also  a  copy  of  such  deed,  for  the  purpose  of  registering  the  same,  or  as 
soon  after  such  production  as  conveniently  may  be,  the  registrar  of  joint- 
stock  companies  shall  grant  a  certificate  of  complete  registration,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  act  in  that  behaliF;  and,  unless  such  deed 
*4201  ^^^  other  matters  be  so  ^produced,  and  such  conditions  be  so  per- 
'^  formed,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  him  to  grant  such  certificate  ; 
and  that,  after  such  certificate  shall  be  granted,  it  shall  be  taken  as 
evidence  of  the  proper  provisions  being  inserted  in  such  deed,  and  of  the 
performance  of  the  conditions  thereby  required  previously  to  the  grant- 
ing such  certificate  of  complete  registration ;  and  that  any  defect  or 
omission  as  regards  the  matters  thereby  required  in  any  deed  of  settle- 
ment, may  from  time  to  time  be  supplied  by  a  supplementary  deed  or 
deeds ;  and  that,  if  any  such  supplementary  deed  be  not  inconsistent 
with  or  repugnant  to  the  act,  or  any  act  respecting  joint-stock  compa- 
nies, and  if  it  be  duly  registered,  then  it  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if 
there  were  only  one  deed  for  the  purpose  of  the  act ;  and  that,  unless 
the  same  be  registered,  it  shall  be  of  no  force  or  effect.*'  [V.  Williams, 
J.   Is  there  any  mode  of  repealing  the  certificate  of  the  register  ?]  No. 
The  8th  section  enacts,  ^^  that,  if  any  deed  of  settlement,  or  supplement- 
%Tj  deed  of  settlement,  whether  made  before  or  after  the  granting  of 
the  certificate  of  complete  registration,  appear  to  such  registrar  of  joint- 
atock  companies  to  be  insufficient,  by  reason  of  the  omission  or  incom- 
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pletenees  of  any  of  the  provisions  therein  contained,  for  the  purposes 
set  forth  in  the  said  schedule  (A),  or  if  the  deed  contain  provisions 
vrhich  appear  to  such  registrar  to  be  inconsistent  with  or  repugnant  to 
this  act,  or  any  act  for  the  time  being  in  force  respecting  joint-stock 
companies,  then,  as  soon  thereafter  as  conveniently  may  be,  such  regis- 
trar shall  notify  the  same  in  writing  to  the  persons  or  to  the  company 
by  whom  the  deed  shall  have  been  presented  for  registration,  specifying 
in  such  notification  the  particulars  wherein  such  deed  of  settlement, 
or  supplemental  deed  of  settlement,  is  incomplete,  or  inconsistent  with, 
or  repugnant  to,  any  such  act  as  aforesaid."  [Maule,  J.  What  is  to 
"^happen  then  ?]  That  seems  to  be  pointed  out  at  the  end  of  the  r^r^oi 
7th  section.  The  registrar  is  the  only  person  to  determine  ^ 
whether  the  deed  does  or  does  not  comply  with  the  requisites  of  the  act: 
he  is  to  exercise  his  judgment ;  and  it  is  obvious  that  many  very  import- 
ant matters  may  come  in  question  before  him.  [Mauls,  J.  The  defects 
which  are  pointed  out  here,  are  defects  in  some  particulars  required  to 
appear  in  schedule  (A),  and  not  in  those  referred  to  in  s.  7.]  Exactly 
so.  [Maule,  J.  By  what  clause  is  the  company  incorporated  ?]  By 
the  25th,  which  enacts,  amongst  other  things,  ^^  that,  on  the  complete 
registration  of  any  company  being  certified  by  the  registrar  of  joint-«tock 
companies,  such  company,  and  the  then  shareholders  therein,  and  all  the 
succeeding  shareholders,  whilst  shareholders,  shall  be,  and  are  hereby, 
incorporated,  as  from  the  date  of  such  certificate,  by  the  name  of  the 
company  as  set  forth  in  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  the  trade  or  business  for  which  the  company  was  formed, 
but  only  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  of  such  deed  as 
aforesaid,  and  for  the  purpose  of  suing  and  being  sued,  and  of  taking 
and  enjoying  the  property  and  effects  of  the  said  company."  Upon 
receiving  a  certificate  of  complete  registration,  the  company  becomes  as 
much  a  corporation  as  if  it  had  been  so  created  by  charter  or  by  letters- 
patent:  and  the  certificate  is  made  evidence  without  other  proof:  s.  7. 
[Maule,  J.  Not  conclusive  evidence.  V.  Williams,  J.  I  do  not 
see  what  you  want  with  evidence,  if  the  certificate  makes  the  com* 
pany  a  corporation,  proprio  vigors.  Maule,  J.  The  provision  that  the 
certificate  '^  shall  be  taken  as  evidence  of  the  performance  of  the  condi- 
tions by  the  act  required  previously  to  the  granting  such  certificate," 
assumes  that  the  performance  may  be  disputed.]  The  company  are  not 
the  less  a  corporation,  though  they  may  have  chosen  so  to  raise  the 
question  *as  to  make  the  provision  as  to  evidence  apply.  This  r^t^oQ 
point  underwent  some  discussion,  though  it  was  not  decided,  in 
Pilbrow  V.  Pilbrow's  Atmospheric  Railway  Company,  5  Man.  Gr.  k  S. 
440 :  the  court,  however,  seem  to  intimate  an  opinion  that  the  mere  ob- 
taining a  certificate  of  complete  registration  was  conclusive  of  the  faet 
of  incorporation.  In  Brittain  t;.  Kinnaird,  1  B.  &  B.  432,  4  J.  B.  Moore, 
50,  in  trespass  against  magistrates  for  taking  and  detaining  a  vessel,  a 
vol.  VIII. — 84  Z 
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conviction  by  the  defendants  nnder  the  bnmboat  act,  2  G.  8,  c.  28  (ni> 
defect  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  conviction),  vas  held  to  be  conclusive 
evid^ice  that  the  vessel  in  question  vas  a  bumboat  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act,  and  properly  condemned*  Dallas,  G.  J.,  there  says :  ^'  The 
general  principle  applicable  to  cases  of  this  description  is  perfectly  dear: 
it  is  established  by  all  the  ancient,  and  recognised  by  all  the  modern, 
decisions ;  and  the  principle  is,  that  a  conviction  by  a  magistrate  w8o 
has  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  is,  if  no  defects  appear  on  the 
£Me  of  it,  condiu^ive  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  it."  The  law  is 
similarly  laid  down  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Cave  v.  Mountain,  1  M.  &  G. 
257, 1  Soott,  N.  R.  132.  '^  There  can  be  no  doubt,"  says  that  learned 
judge,  ^^  but  that,  if  a  magistrate  commit  a  party  charged  before  him, 
in  a  case  where  he  has  no  jurisdiction,  he  is  liable  to  an  action  of  tres- 
pass. But,  if  the  charge  be,  of  an  oiFence  over  which,  if  the  offence 
charged  be  true  in  fact,  the  magistrate  has  jurisdiction,  the  magistrate's 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  made  to  depend  upon  the  truth  or  falsehood  of 
the  laots,  or  upon  the  evidence  being  sufficient  or  insufficient  to  establish 
the  corpus  delicti  brought  under  investigation."  So,  in  The  Queen  v. 
Bolton,  1  Q.  B.  66,  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  conviction  or  order  of 
*ioqi  j^^^  ^^  ^returned  to  the  Queen's  Bench,  and  the  proocedings 

"  «1  are  regular  in  form  and  in  practice,  and  the  case  one  over  which 
&e  justices  had  jurisdiction,  the  court  will  not  hear  affidavits  impeaching 
their  decision  on  the  facts,  nor,  if  they  return  the  evidence,  will  it  review 
their  judgment  thereupon.  Allen  t;.  Sharp,  2  Exch.  852,  is  an  authority 
to  the  same  effect :  th^e,  a  party  was  assessed  to  the  duty  imposed  on 
<<  horse-dealers ;"  and  it  was  held  that  the  decision  of  the  assessor,  that 
the  party  was  a  horse-dealer,  however  erroneous,  could  not  be  questioned 
in  an  action.  In  the  course  of  the  argument  of  that  case,  Parke,  B., 
observes  (2  Exch.  360) :  ^'  Wherever  a  statute  gives  to  certain  persons 
the  power  of  adjudicating  upon  a  particular  matter,  their  decision  ex- 
eludes  all  further  inquiry.  Here,  it  is  as  if  the  statute  had  said  that  the 
assessor  shall  decide  whether  or  no  the  party  is  a  horse-dealer ;  and  Ae 
-assessor  having  done  so,  his  decision  is  final  and  conclusive,  unless 
appealed  against  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the  act :  Brittain  v.  Kin- 
naird;  Regina  v.  Bolton."  The  position  of  the  registrar  here,  is  very 
analogous  to  that  of  the  assessor  there.  [V.  Willl&ms,  J.  Tour  argu- 
ment would  show,  that,  if  the  registrar  improperly  withholds  his  certifi- 
cate, you  are  without  remedy.]    It  is  not  necessary  to  say  that. 

The  fifth  plea  is  like  pleading  a  fact  showing  that  the  account  could 
not  have  been  stated :  it  is  a  special  denial  of  that  which  should  have 
been  traversed  generally. 

The  court  called  on 

Peacock  to  support  the  pleas.  It  may  be  conceded,  that,  if  the 
registrar  of  joint-stock  companies  is  a  judicial  officer,  his  judgment  is 
conclusive.    But  it  is  submitted  that  the  statute  has  not  invested  him 
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irith  *any  such  power.  [V.  Williams,  J.  Do  you  contend  that  r-^.^^ 
the  certificate  k  void,  if  the  act  has  not  been  in  ererj  particular  '-  " 
complied  with  ?]  If  the  registrar  grants  a  certificate  in  a  case  where  the 
statute  says  he  shall  not  grant  it,  the  certificate  is  void.  [Y.  Williams, 
J.  If  there  is  any  false  statement  in  the  deed,  the  certificate  is  void  ?] 
Yes.  [Maulb,  J.  That  would  be  a  very  inoonyenient  doctrine.]  The 
inconvenience  is  obviated  by  the  provision  which  enables  the  company  to 
supply  any  defect  by  a  supplemental  deed.  [Maulb,  J.  There  are  in 
schedule  (A)  thirty-eight  purposes  for  which  provision  is  required  to  be 
made  by  the  deed  of  settlement.  If  your  argument  is  correct,  there 
might  be  a  plea  that  the  nature  and  business  of  the  company  required 
that  such  and  such  provisions  should  be^ contained  in  the  deed,  and  were 
not ;  and  that  would  have  to  be  tried  by  a  jury !  There  is  a  manifest 
distinction  between  conditions  and  provisions :  the  conditions  (in  s.  7) 
are  eleven  it  number :  and  they  are  all  in  this  deed.]  The  validity  of 
a  patent  may  be  inquired  into  by  tcire  faeioB.  That  cannot  be  done 
here :  therefore,  to  hold  the  registrar  to  be  a  judicial  officer,  would  be  to 
place  him  abpve  the  royal  prerogative.  [Maulb,  J.  In  the  case  of  a 
patent  for  incorporation,  would  it  be  a  good  plea,  that  the  Queen  had 
been  deceived  in  her  grant?]  Probably  not.  But,  if  the  registrar 
grants  a  certificate  of  complete  registration,  in  a  case  where  the  act  of 
parliament  says  that  it  shall  not  be  granted,  what  is  to  be  the  conse- 
quence? To  render  the  certificate  available,  the  company  must  be  one 
to  which  the  registrar  was  authorized  to  grant  a  certificate.  The  7th 
section  expressly  provides,  ^^  that,  unless  such  deed  and  other  matters  be 
80  produced,  and  such  conditions  be  so  performed,  it  shall  not  he  lawful 
for  him  (the  registrar)  to  grant  such  certificate."  [Maule,  J.  It  does 
not  go  on  to  say  that  the  certificate,  if  granted,  *shall  be  void.]  p^^^nc 
The  19th  section,  which,  amongst  other  things,  enables  the  ■- 
board  of  trade  to  appoint  an  assistant-registrar,  tends  strongly  to  show 
that  the  office  is  not  one  of  a  judicial  character.  If  it  were  so,  a  vnan-^ 
damns  would  not  lie  to  compel  the  registrar  to  grant  a  certificate; 
and  such  a  proceeding  is  now  pending  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
in  The  Queen  v.  Whitmarsh,  in  the  matter  of  The  National  Land  Com- 
pany.(a)  [Maule,  J.  There  seem  to  be  matters  which  do  not  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  deed,  but  which  are  to  be  inquired  into  by  extrinsic 
evidence.]    The  registrar  has  no  power  to  take  evidence. 

NeedhaMj  in  reply.  The  certificate  of  the  registrar  has  the  full  efiect 
of  incorporating  the  company.  The  circumstance  of  a  mandamus  being 
granted  in  the  case  referred  to,  proves  nothing.  In  The  Kin^  v.  The 
Justices  of  Middlesex,  4  B.  &  Aid.  298,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held 
that  they  had  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  a  mandamiis  to  magistrates,  to 
make  an  order  of  maintenance  on  a  particular  parish.  And  the  distinc- 
tbn  is  well  put  in  The  King  v.  The  Churchwardens  and  Overseers  of  St. 

(a)  Since  reported,  19  Law  Jowd.,  N,  S.,  Q.  B.  469. 
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Margaret  and  St  John,  WeatminBter,  4  M.  &  S.  260,  wh^re  the  oooFt 
say :  '^  Although  this  court  will  not  interfere  by  mandamu$  to  compel 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers'  to  make  a  church-rate,  which  is  pro^ 
perly  of  ecclesiastical  cognisance,  the  rights  and  powers  of  which  are 
saved  by  the  act  (10  Ann.  c.  11,  s.  26),  yet  they  will  put  in  motion  their 
functions  in  ordine  ad^  L  e.  to  assemble  in  order  to  inquire  and  agree 
whether  it  be  fit  that  a  rate  should  be  made."  In  The  King  v.  The 
Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  London,  3  B.  &  Ad.  255,  to  a  mandamtia  to  the 
^  lord  mayor  and  aldermen  of  London,  *to  admit  and  swear  in  A.  B. 

J  to  the  office  of  alderman,  they  returned, — that  the  court  of  mayor 
and  aldermen  had,  from  time  immemorial,  the  authority  of  examining 
and  determining  whether  or  not  any  person  returned  to  them  by  the  court 
of  wardmote  as  an  alderman,  was,  according  to  the  discretion  and  sound 
consciences  of  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  a  fit  and  proper  person,  and  duly 
qualified  in  that  behalf,  whensoever  the  fitness  and  qualifi^tion  of  the 
person  so  returned  had  been  brought  into  question  by  the  petition  of  any 
person  interested  therein ;  and  that  it  was  a  necessary  qualification  of 
the  person  to  be  admitted  to  the  office  of  alderman,  that  he  should  be  a 
fit  and  proper  person  to  support  the  dignity  and  discharge  the  duties  of 
the  office ;  that  A.  B.  having  been  returned  to  them  by  the  court  of 
wardmote  as  duly  elected,  a  petition  by  persons  interested  in  the  election 
was  presented  to  them,  charging  circumstances  which  rendered  A.  B.  an 
unfit  person  to  be  admitted  to  the  office  of  alderman ;  and  that  they  took 
the  petition  into  consideration,  and  having  heard  witnesses,  did  adjudge, 
according  to  their  discretion  and  sound  consciences,  that  A.  B.  was  not 
a  person  fit  and  proper  to  support  the  dignity  and  discharge  the  duties 
of  the  office :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  custom  set  out  in  the  return  was 
good  and  valid  in  law;  and  that,  as  the  fitness  of  the  person  to  be 
admitted  was  to  be  determined  accordiiig  to  the  discretion  of  the  mayor 
and  aldermen,  it  was  sufficient  for  them  to  state  in  the  return  that  they 
had  exercised  their  discretion,  and  adjudged  that  A.  B.  was  unfit,  with- 
out giving  particular  reasons.  Lord  Tbkterden  there  says :  ^'  It  is  said, 
that,  allowing  the  custom  to  be  good,  the  defendants  ought  to  show 
the  grounds  of  their  disapproval ;  but  the  cases  which  have  been  cited 
are  decisive  against  this  objection,  and  so  is  all  reason ;  for,  if  a  matter 
is  left  to  the  discretion  of  any  individual,  or  body  of  men,  who  are  to 
*A9Tl  ^^^^^^  ^according  to  their  own  conscience  and  judgment,  it  would 

-I  be  absurd  to  say  that  any  other  tribunal  is  to  inquire  into  the 
grounds  and  reasons  on  which  they  have  decided,  and  whether  they  have 
exercised  their  discretion  properly  or  not.  If  such  a  power  is  given  to 
any  one,  it  is  sufficient,  in  common  sense,  for  him  to  say  that  he  has 
exercised  that  power  according  to  the  best  of  bis  judgment."  And 
Taunton,  J.,  says :  ^^  I  think  that  this  is  one  of  those  cases  in  which  it 
is  probably  much  better  that  the  grounds  should  not  be  disclosed,  because 
the  circumstances  which  regulate  the  exercise  of  a  discretion  like  this 
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may  be  saeh  that  it  would  be  extremely  inconvenient  for  a  traverse  to  be 
taken."  Wherever  the  duty  cast  upon  an  officer  is  such  as  to  impose 
upon  him  the  necessity  of  exercising  his  discretion,  his  office  is  jndiciah 
[Maulb,  J.  May  it  not  be,  that,  with  respect*  to  certain  classes  of  mat* 
ters,  the  legislature  has  entitled  the  company  to  determine  for  itself  what 
portion  of  schedule  (A)  is  applicable  to  its  nature  and  business?  I 
should  pause  a  long  time,  if  I  found  both  sides  agreeing  that  the  regis- 
trar is  bound  to  inquire  and  decide  whether  all  the  matters  in  schedule 
(A)  are  or  are  not  applicable  to  the  business  of  the  company.]  Under 
the  municipal  corporation  act,  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76,  s.  108,  the  recorder  is 
empowered  to  appoint  a  deputy,  being  a  barrister  of  five  years'  standing; 
That  clearly  would  be  a  good  delegation  of  authority,  even  though  the 
party  so  appointed  deputy  was  not  qualified  in  another  respect. 

Maulb,  J.  My  brother  Williams  and  myself  (a)  being  agreed  that 
the  pleas  are  bad  in  substance,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the 
replications  are  *good  or  not.  This  is  an  action  for  calls,  brought  r-^^.g^Q 
by  a  joint-stock  company  which  has  obtained  a  certificate  of  com-  ^  ^ 
plete  registration  under  the  statute  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  110,  by  the  25th  sec- 
tio'n  of  which  it  is  provided  ^^  that,  on  the  complete  registration  of  any 
company  being  certified  by  the  registrar,  such  company  are  thereby  in- 
corporated as  from  the  date  of  such  certificate.''  That  the  company  in 
question  has  in  fact  been  registered,  there  is  no  doubt.  But  the  pleas, 
in  substance,  state  that  the  deed  which  was  presented  to  the  registrar  (and 
upon  which  the  company  claims  to  act  as  a  corporation),  did  not  contain 
certain  provisions  set  forth  in  schedule  (A)  to  the  act  annexed,  which  the 
nature  and  business  of  the  company  required.  It  was  argued,  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  that  the  presentation  to  the  registrar  of  a  deed  con* 
taining  such  provisions,  was  a  condition-precedent  to  the  power  of  that 
officer  to  grant  a  certificate  of  complete  registration ;  and  that,  as  that 
condition  was  not  duly  performed,  the  certificate  which  has  been  granted, 
is  void.  The  question  is  certainly  one  of  great  importance.  But,  upon 
the  best  consideration  I  have  been  able  to  give  to  the  subject,  the  conclu- 
sion I  have  come  to,  is,  that  the  matters  alleged  in  these  pleas  do  not  pre- 
vent the  company  from  acting  as  a  corporation.  The  question  turns  maiqly, 
on  the  7th  section,  which  enacts,  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  joint- 
stock  company  thereafter  to  be  formed,  &c.,  to  act  otherwise  than  provi* 
sionaliy  in  accordance  with  the  act,  until  such  company  shall  have  obtained 
a  certificate  of  complete  registration  as  thereinafter  provided ;  that  no 
joint-stock  company  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  certificate  of  complete 
registration,  unless  it  be  formed  by  some  deed  or  writing  under  the  hands 
and  seals  of  the  shareholders  therein ;  and  that  such  deed  must  set  forth  in 
a  schedule  thereto,  in  a  tabular  manner,  according  to  the  order  thereinafter 

(a)  Wilde,  C.  J.,  and  Talfoued,  J.,  baTing  been  abseat  (the  former,  at  tho  court  of  criminal 
appeal,  the  latter,  at  nisi  prius),  when  the  greater  portion  of  the  argument  took  place,  did  not 
take  part  in  the  judgment. 

z2 
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the  first  oount  of  the  declaration  mentioiiedy  were  to  be  made,  as  by  tb^ 
same  indenture  is  in  that  behalf  provided,  to  wit,  an  instalment  of  22.  iii 
respect  of  each  of  the  said  shares/' 

To  this  plea  the  plainlifis  replied,  that  the  said  deed  in  the  said  fonrih 
plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  did,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said 
production  thereof  to  the  said  registrar  of  jointnstock  companies  as  and 
for  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  said  company,  make  provision  for  de- 
termining at  what  periods  the  said  instalments  of  payments  were  to  be 
made  as  in  the  said  statute  required,— concluding  to  the  country. 

The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  replication  to  the  fourth  plea, 
assigning  the  same  causes  of  demurrer  as  in  the  demurrer  to  the  replica- 
tion to  the  third  plea. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  fifth  plea,  to  the  second  count,  was  similar  to  the  third  plea. 

To  this  the  plaintiffs  demurred  specially,  assigning  for  causes, — that 
it  amounted  to  the  general  issue  merely; — that  it  was  but  an  argument- 
^4131  ^^^^^  denial  of  *the  alleged  statement  of  accounts  therein  m^- 
-'  tioned ; — ^that,  although  pleaded  as  in  confession  and  avoidance,  it 
•did  not  confess  any  cause  of  action,  or  give  colour  to  the  plaintiffs,  inas- 
jnuch  as,  if  the  said  plea  as  pleaded  was  true,  and  the  legal  inference 
.deduced  from  the  facts  stated  therein,  was  a  valid  legal  inference,  thd 
g[>laintiff8  had  no  colour  or  pretence  of  right  to  maintain  the  action,  nor 
•could  the  defendant  become  in  any  manner  indebted  to  them  as  alleged ; 
— ^that,  if  the  plea  sufficiently  confessed  a  cause  of  action,  it  did  not  in 
any  manner  avoid  the  same,  because,  if  the  plaintifls  could  in  fact  state 
an  account  with  the  defendant,  and  upon  such  accounting  he  was  found 
indebted  to  them,  the  plea  disclosed  no  facts  or  circumstances  to  preclude 
them  from  recovering  such  debt; — ^that,  if  the  plea  denied  all  power  or 
ability  in  the  plaintiffs  to  state  an  account  with  the  plaintiffs,  it  amounted 
to  the  general  issue,  and  was  bad  on  that  ground,  and  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  admitted  or  confessed  the  ability  of  the  plaintiffs  to  state  an 
account,  it  did  not  disclose  any  legal  bar  or  defence  to  an  action  founded' 
on  such  statement  of  account ; — that  the  said  plea  disclosed  no  sufficient 
answer  to  the  said  second  count,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  show  that  the 
alleged  omission  from  the  said  deed  of  the  said  provision,  was  wilful,  or 
that  the  said  registrar  wilfully,  and  with  notice  of  the  alleged  omission,* 
granted  the  said  certificate  of  complete  registration,  or  that  the  said* 
registrar  did  not  deem  the  said  provision  one  which  the  nature  and  busi- 
ness of  the  company  might  not  or  did  not  require ; — that,  as  the  plea 
distinctly  alleged  that  the  said  registrar  granted  a  certificate  of  complete' 
registration,  and  it  was  not  alleged  or  shown  that  he  acted  witfhlly 
or  fraudulently  in  granting  it,  the  law  would  intend  that  it  was  duly 
and  legally  granted,  and  was  a  legal  and  valid  certificate,  until  the 
contrary  was  shown ; — that  the  plea  did  not  show  any  fact  or  circum- 
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Itoiiee  *from  which  its  illegality  or  invalidity  ooald  be  inferred^  r'*'414 
in  the  abeenee  of  miscondaot  or  fraud; — that,  if  the  said  regis-  >- 
trar  misconducted  himself  in  granting  the  said  certificate^  the  cincun- 
stances  and  nature  of  his  misconduct  should  have  been  shown  in  the 
plea; — ^that,  inasmuch  as  the  said  registrar  was  by  the  statute  con* 
stituted  the  judge  of  the  sufficiency  and  completeness  of  the  deed  of 
settlement  when  produced  to  him,  and  inasmuch  as  the  plea  showed  that 
he  did,  after  the  production  of  the  deed  to  him,  grant  a  certificate  of 
complete  registration  of  the  said  company,  which,  in  the  absence  of  any 
allegation  to  the  contrary,  must  be  taJten  to  have  been  granted  hondfidey 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  responsible  for  any  error  in  judgment  of  the  said 
registrar,  nor  could  the  defendant  take  advantage  thereof  to  evade  the 
performance  of  his  duty  as  a  shareholder  of  the  company,  by  contributing 
his  proportion  of  the  capital ; — that  the  plea  was  repugnant  and  contra- 
dictory,  in  this,  that  it  alleged  there  never  was  any  such  body  politic  or 
corporate  as  The  Banwen  Iron  Company  same  as  in  the  said  plea  men- 
tioned, at  the  same  tune  that  the  plea  clearly  showed  that  there  was  such 
a  body  politic  or  corporate,  and  also  in  alleging  that  the  plaintiffs  never 
were  a  company  completely  registered,  and  never  had  obtained  a  certifi- 
cate of  complete  registration  otherwise  than  as  in  that  plea  mentioned, 
whereas  the  plea  showed  that  the  plaintiffs  were  a  company  completely 
registered,  and  had  obtained  a  certificate  of  complete  registration. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  sixth  plea,  to  the  second  count,  was  similar  to  the  fourth  plea. 

The  plaintiffs  replied  to  the  sixth  plea,  that  the  defendant,  of  his  own 
wrong,  and  without  the  cause  or  matters  of  excuse,  or  any  of  them,  in 
the  said  sixth  plea  mentioned,  failed  and  neglected  to  pay  the  said 
*8um  of  moiM3y,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  the  said  second  count  ^4^51 
mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  therein  in  that  behalf  alleged, — 
concluding  to  the  country. 

The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  replication  to  the  sixth  plea, 
assigning  for  causes,  that  the  form  of  the  said  replication  was  inappli- 
cable to  the  sixth  plea,  which  did  not  contain  any  cause  or  matters  of 
excuse  for  the  breach  in  the  second  count  mentioned ; — that  the  plaintiffs 
ought  to  have  traversed  one  or  more  of  the  averments  in  the  sixth  plea, 
in  another  form ; — and  that  the  said  replication  traversed  negative  mat- 
ter, and  the  two  negative  averments  in  the  sixth  plea  and  the  replication 
thereto,  did  not  make  a  good  issue. 
.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Needham  (with  whom  was  Illli9\  for  the  plaintiffs.(a)    The  substance 

(«)  The  points  marked  for  ar^ment  on  the  part  of  the  phLintiffs,  were, — "  that  the  pleas  afford 
BO  ansver  to  the  aotion,  beoaose  each  of  them  allegea  that  a  eertificate  of  complete  regiitration 
was  granted  to  the  said  oompanj,  and  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  certificate  xraa  improperly  ob- 
tained, by  firand,  Ac  :  that  the  said  pleas  do  not  show  that  the  proTisions  alleged  to  have  been 
omitted  from  the  deed  were  in  the  judgment  of  the  registrar  snob  as  the  basiaess  of  the  company 
required,  who  was  made  by  the  legislature  the  judge  of  such  matters :  that,  if  they  wert  required. 
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the  first  oonnt  of  the  declaration  mentioned,  were  to  be  made,  as  by  tb^ 
same  indenture  is  in  that  behalf  provided,  to  wit,  an  instalment  of  SU.  in 
respect  of  each  of  the  said  shares." 

To  this  plea  the  plainlifis  replied,  that  the  said  deed  in  the  said  fourth 
plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  did,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said 
production  thereof  to  the  said  registrar  of  jointnstock  companies  as  and 
for  the  deed  of  settiement  of  the  said  company,  make  provision  for  de- 
termining at  what  periods  the  said  instalments  of  payments  were  to  be 
made  as  in  the  said  statute  required,— conduding  to  the  country. 

The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  replication  to  the  fourth  plea, 
assigning  the  same  causes  of  demurrer  as  in  the  demurrer  to  the  replica- 
tion to  the  third  plea. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  fifth  plea,  to  the  second  count,  was  similar  to  the  third  plea. 

To  this  the  plaintiffs  demurred  specially,  assigning  for  causes, — that 
it  amounted  to  the  general  issue  merely; — that  it  was  but  an  argument- 
^4131  ^^^^^  denial  of  '''the  alleged  statement  of  accounts  therein  men- 
-'  tioned ; — ^that,  although  pleaded  as  in  confession  and  avoidance,  it 
•did  not  confess  any  cause  of  action,  or  give  colour  to  the  plaintiffs,  inas- 
much as,  if  the  said  plea  as  pleaded  was  true,  and  the  legal  inference 
ideduced  from  the  facts  stated  therein,  was  a  valid  legal  inference,  thd 
^plaintiffs  had  no  colour  or  pretence  of  right  to  maintain  the  action,  nor 
•could  the  defendant  become  in  any  manner  indebted  to  them  as  alleged ; 
— that,  if  the  plea  sufficiently  confessed  a  cause  of  action,  it  did  not  in 
any  manner  avoid  the  same,  because,  if  the  plaintifis  could  in  fact  state 
an  account  with  the  defendant,  and  upon  such  accounting  he  was  found 
indebted  to  them,  the  plea  disclosed  no  facts  or  circumstances  to  preclude 
them  from  recovering  such  debt ; — ^that,  if  the  plea  denied  all  power  or 
ability  in  the  plaintiffs  to  state  an  account  with  the  plaintiffs,  it  amounted 
to  the  general  issue,  and  was  bad  on  that  ground,  and  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  admitted  or  confessed  the  ability  of  the  plaintiffs  to  state  an 
account,  it  did  not  disclose  any  legal  bar  or  defence  to  an  action  founded' 
on  such  statement  of  account ; — that  the  said  plea  disclosed  no  sufficient 
answer  to  the  said  second  count,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  show  that  the 
alleged  omission  from  the  said  deed  of  the  said  provision,  was  wilful,  or 
that  the  said  registrar  wilfully,  and  with  notice  of  the  alleged  omission, 
granted  the  said  certificate  of  complete  registration,  or  that  the  said* 
registrar  did  not  deem  the  said  provision  one  which  the  nature  and  busi- 
ness of  the  company  might  not  or  did  not  require ; — ^that,  as  the  plea 
distinctly  alleged  that  the  said  registrar  granted  a  certificate  of  complete 
registration,  aud  it  was  not  alleged  or  shown  that  he  acted  witfuUy 
or  fraudulently  in  granting  it,  the  law  would  intend  that  it  was  duly 
and  legally  granted,  and  was  a  legal  and  valid  certificate,  until  the 
contrary  was  shown ; — that  the  plea  did  not  show  any  fact  or  circom- 
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ftonee  *from  whioh  its  illegality  or  invalidity  ooald  be  inferred^  r*i1i 
in  the  absence  of  misconduct  or  fraad ; — that,  if  the  said  regis-  >- 
trar  miscondncted  himself  in  granting  the  said  certificate^  the  cincnm- 
stances  and  nature  of  his  misconduct  should  have  been  shown  in  the 
plea; — ^that,  inasmuch  as  the  said  registrar  was  by  the  statute  con^* 
ttitnted  the  judge  of  the  sufficiency  and  completeness  of  the  deed  of 
settlement  when  produced  to  him,  and  inasmuch  as  the  plea  showed  that 
he  did,  after  the  production  of  the  deed  to  him,  grant  a  certificate  of 
complete  registration  of  the  said  company,  which,  in  the  absence  of  any 
allegation  to  the  contrary,  must  be  taJcen  to  have  been  granted  bondficUy 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  responsible  for  any  error  in  judgment  of  the  said 
registrar,  nor  could  the  defendant  take  advantage  thereof  to  evade  the 
performance  of  his  duty  as  a  shareholder  of  the  company,  by  contributing 
his  proportion  of  the  capital ; — that  the  plea  was  repugnant  and  contra- 
dictory,  in  this,  that  it  alleged  there  never  was  any  such  body  politic  or 
corporate  as  The  Banwen  Iron  Company  same  as  in  the  said  plea  men* 
tioned,  at  the  same  time  that  the  plea  clearly  showed  that  there  was  such 
a  body  politic  or  corporate,  and  also  in  alleging  that  the  plaintiib  never 
were  a  company  completely  registered,  and  never  had  obtained  a  certifi- 
cate of  complete  registration  otherwise  than  as  in  that  plea  mentioned, 
whereas  the  plea  showed  that  the  plaintiffs  were  a  company  completely 
registered,  and  had  obtained  a  corticate  of  complete  registration. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  sixth  plea,  to  the  second  count,  was  similar  to  the  fourth  plea. 

The  plaintiffs  replied  to  the  sixth  plea,  that  the  defendant,  of  his  own 
wrong,  and  without  the  cause  or  matters  of  excuse,  or  any  of  them,  in 
the  said  sixth  plea  mentioned,  failed  and  neglected  to  pay  the  said 
*8um  of  moiM3y,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  the  said  second  count  r^A^^ 
mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  therein  in  that  behalf  alleged, —  ^ 
concluding  to  the  country. 

The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  replication  to  the  sixth  plea, 
assigning  for  causes,  that  the  form  of  the  said  replication  was  inappli- 
cable to  the  sixth  plea,  which  did  not  contain  any  cause  or  matters  of 
excuse  for  the  breach  in  the  second  count  mentioned ; — ^that  the  plaintiffs 
ought  to  have  traversed  one  or  more  of  the  averments  in  the  sixth  plea^ 
in  another  form ; — and  that  the  said  replication  traversed  negative  matr 
ter,  and  the  two  negative  averments  in  the  sixth  plea  and  the  replication 
thereto,  did  not  make  a  good  issue. 
.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Needham  (with  whom  was  EUis)y  for  the  plaintiffs.(a)    The  substance 

(«)  The  points  marked  for  argnment  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  were, — **  that  the  pleas  afford 
no  ansver  to  the  action,  because  eaoh  of  them  alleges  that  a  eertificate  of  complete  registration 
was  granted  to  the  said  oompany,  and  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  certificate  was  improperly  ob- 
tained, by  fraud,  Ac  :  that  the  said  pleas  do  not  show  that  the  proTisions  alleged  to  have  been 
emitted  from  the  deed  were  in  the  judgment  of  the  registrar  snob  as  the  business  of  the  company 
required,  who  was  made  by  the  legislature  the  judge  of  sudh  matten :  that,  if  they  wert  required, 
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the  first  oovnt  of  the  declaration  mentioned,  were  to  be  made,  as  by  tb^ 
same  indenture  is  in  that  behalf  provided,  to  wit,  an  instalment  of  22.  iii 
respect  of  each  of  the  said  shares." 

To  this  plea  the  plainlifis  replied,  that  the  said  deed  in  the  said  fonrih 
plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  did,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said 
production  thereof  to  the  said  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies  as  and 
for  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  said  company,  make  provision  for  de- 
termining at  what  periods  the  said  instalments  of  payments  were  to  be 
made  as  in  the  said  statute  required,— concluding  to  the  country. 

The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  replication  to  the  fourth  plea, 
assigning  the  same  causal  of  demurrer  as  in  the  demurrer  to  the  replica- 
tion to  the  third  plea. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  fifth  plea,  to  the  second  count,  was  similar  to  the  third  plea. 

To  this  the  plaintiffs  demurred  specially,  assigning  for  causes, — ^that 
it  amounted  to  the  general  issue  merely; — that  it  was  but  an  argument- 
^4131  ^^^^^  denial  of  *the  alleged  statement  of  accounts  therein  men* 
''  tioned ; — ^that,  although  pleaded  as  in  confession  and  avoidance,  it 
•did  not  confess  any  cause  of  action,  or  give  colour  to  the  plaintiffs,  inas- 
jnuoh  as,  if  the  said  plea  as  pleaded  was  true,  and  the  legal  inference 
.deduced  from  the  facts  stated  therein,  was  a  valid  legal  inference,  the 
{plaintiffs  had  no  colour  or  pretence  of  right  to  maintain  the  action,  nor 
•could  the  defendant  become  in  any  manner  indebted  to  them  as  alleged ; 
— ^that,  if  the  plea  sufficiently  confessed  a  cause  of  action,  it  did  not  in 
any  manner  avoid  the  same,  because,  if  the  plidntifis  could  in  fact  state 
an  account  with  the  defendant,  and  upon  such  accounting  he  was  found 
indebted  to  them,  the  plea  disclosed  no  facts  or  circumstances  to  preclude 
them  from  recovering  such  debt ; — ^that,  if  the  plea  denied  all  power  or 
ability  in  the  plaintiffs  to  state  an  account  with  the  plaintiffs,  it  amounted 
to  the  general  issue,  and  was  bad  on  that  ground,  and  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  admitted  or  confessed  the  ability  of  the  plaintiffs  to  state  an 
account,  it  did  not  disclose  any  legal  bar  or  defence  to  an  action  founded 
on  such  statement  of  account ; — that  the  said  plea  disclosed  no  sufficient 
answer  to  the  said  second  count,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  show  that  the 
alleged  omission  from  the  said  deed  of  the  said  provision,  was  wilful,  or 
that  the  said  registrar  wilfully,  and  with  notice  of  the  alleged  omission,- 
granted  the  said  certificate  of  complete  registration,  or  that  the  said* 
registrar  did  not  deem  the  said  provision  one  which  the  nature  and  busi- 
ness of  the  company  might  not  or  did  not  require ; — that,  as  the  plea 
distinctly  alleged  that  the  said  registrar  granted  a  certificate  of  complete 
registration,  and  it  was  not  alleged  or  shown  that  he  acted  wi^lly 
or  fraudulently  in  granting  it,  the  law  would  intend  that  it  was  duly 
and  legally  granted,  and  was  a  legal  and  valid  certificate,  until  the 
contrary  was  shown ; — that  the  plea  did  not  show  any  fact  or  ciroum- 
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•tenee  *from  whioh  its  illegality  or  invalidi^  ooald  be  inferred,  r*ili 
in  the  abeenee  of  miflconduct  or  fraud ; — that,  if  the  said  regis-  >- 
trar  misconducted  himself  in  granting  the  said  certificate,  the  cincum- 
stances  and  nature  of  his  misconduct  should  have  been  shown  in  the 
plea; — ^that,  inasmuch  as  the  said  registrar  was  by  the  statute  con* 
stitnted  the  judge  of  the  sufficiency  and  completeness  of  the  deed  of 
settlement  when  produced  to  him,  and  inasmuch  as  the  plea  showed  that 
he  did,  after  the  production  of  the  deed  to  him,  grant  a  certificate  of 
complete  registration  of  the  said  company,  which,  in  the  absence  of  any 
allegation  to  the  contrary,  must  be  taJcen  to  have  been  granted  bandfide^ 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  responsible  for  mj  error  in  judgment  of  the  said 
registrar,  nor  could  the  defendant  take  advantage  thereof  to  eyade  the 
performance  of  his  duty  as  a  shareholder  of  the  company,  by  contributing 
his  proportion  of  the  capital ; — ^that  the  plea  was  repugnant  and  contra- 
dictory,  in  this,  that  it  alleged  there  never  was  any  such  body  politic  or 
corporate  as  The  Banwen  Iron  Company  same  as  in  the  said  plea  men- 
tioned, at  the  same  time  that  the  plea  clearly  showed  that  there  was  such 
a  body  politic  or  corporate,  and  also  in  alleging  that  the  plaintiib  never 
were  a  company  completely  registered,  and  never  had  obtained  a  certifi- 
cate of  complete  registration  otherwise  than  as  in  that  plea  mentioned, 
whereas  the  plea  showed  that  the  plaintiffs  were  a  company  completely 
registered,  and  had  obtained  a  certificate  of  complete  registration. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  sixth  plea,  to  the  second  count,  was  similar  to  the  fourth  plea. 

The  plaintiffs  replied  to  the  sixth  plea,  that  the  defendant,  of  his  own 
wrong,  and  without  the  cause  or  matters  of  excuse,  or  any  of  them,  in 
the  said  sixth  plea  mentioned,  failed  and  neglected  to  pay  the  said 
*sum  of  moiM3y,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  the  said  second  count  r^^tR* 
mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  therein  in  that  behalf  alleged, —  ^ 
concluding  to  the  country. 

The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  replication  to  the  sixth  plea, 
assigning  for  causes,  that  the  form  of  the  said  replication  was  inappli- 
cable to  the  sixth  plea,  which  did  not  contain  any  cause  or  matters  of 
excuse  for  the  breach  in  the  second  count  mentioned ; — that  the  plaintiffis 
ought  to  have  traversed  one  or  more  of  the  averments  in  the  sixth  plea, 
in  another  form ; — and  that  the  said  replication  traversed  negative  mat- 
ter, and  the  two  negative  averments  in  the  sixth  plea  and  the  replication 
thereto,  did  not  make  a  good  issue. 
.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Needham  (with  whom  was  Elli8\  for  the  plaintiffs.(a)    The  substance 

(«)  The  points  marked  for  ar^ment  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  were, — "  that  the  pleas  afford 
no  answer  to  the  aotioni  because  eaoh  of  them  alleges  that  a  eertifioate  of  complete  registratioa 
was  granted  to  the  said  company,  and  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  certificate  was  improperlj  ob> 
tained,  by  fraud,  Ac  :  that  the  said  pleas  do  not  show  that  the  proyisions  alleged  to  haye  been 
omitted  from  the  deed  were  in  the  judgment  of  the  registrar  sach  as  the  basiaess  of  the  company 
required,  who  was  made  by  the  legislatiue  the  judge  of  suob  mattert :  that,  if  they  were  required, 
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ahhoagh  the  sud  David  Jevons  afterwards^  and  after  the  mddng  of  tiM 
said  promise,  and  before  l^e  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  Trit,  on,  &e., 
paid  to  the  plaintifis  the  sum  of  207.,  parcel  of  the  said  several  sums  of 
46Z.  and  501.,  jet  the  said  David  Jevons  had  not  paid  the  residue  of  the 
said  several  soms  of  462.  and  50Z.,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  762.,  but  the  same 
still  remained  due  and  owing  and  unpaid  from  the  said  David  Jevons  to 
the  plaintiJis, — of  which  the  defendant  afterwards,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  had  due  notice,  and  thereby, 
and  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  her  said  promise,  she  the 
defendant  became  liable  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  the  said  sum  of  762.  when 
thereunto  afterwards  requested ;  yet  the  defendant  had  disregarded  her 
said  promise,  and  had  not,  although  afterwards,  and  before  the  com*' 
mencement  of  this  suit,  to  wrt,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
requested  by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do,  paid  the  said  sum  of  762.,  or  any 
part  thereof,  and  the  said  sum  of  762.  still  remained  due,  owing,  and 
unpaid  to  the  plaintiflb,  &c. 
^  Q.        *To  this  declaration,  the  defendant  demurred  specially,  assign* 

-■  ing  for  causes,  amongst  others, — ^that,  although  it  was  a  part  of 
the  consideration  for  the  defendant's  promise,  that  the  plaintiffs  should 
give  David  Jevons  eredit  for  the  said  goods  to  be  supplied  as  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  yet  it  was  not  averred  in  the  declaration  that  the 
said  other  goods  ever  were  supplied,  or  that  the  last-mentioned  credit 
ever  was  given,  and  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  time  for  supplying 
the  said  other  goods  to  David  Jevons  had  arrived  or  elapsed  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  and  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to  aver  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  ready  to  supply  such  goods,  if  the  time  agreed  upon  for 
such  goods  to  be  supplied  had  not  come,  and  that  the  declaration  should 
have  stated  when  the  said  other  goods  were  to  be  supplied ; — ^that  it  was 
not  stated  in  the  declaration,  except  argumentatively  and  by  way  of 
inference,  that  the  said  sums  for  which  the  action  was  brought  were  or 
had  become  due  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  or  that  the  credit- 
in  the  guarantee  mentioned,  had  been  given ; — ^that  the  promise  declared 
on  did  not  correspond  with  the  instrument  set  out  in  the  declaration ; 
for  that,  by  the  instrument  as  set  out,  the  promise  of  the' defendant 
extended  only  to  any  sum,  not  exceeding  1202.,  dtie  to  the  plaintiflb  by 
David  J^ons ;  whereas,  the  promise  stated  in  the  declaration  extendi 
to  any  sum,  not  exceeding  1202.,  which  might  at  any  time  be  due  by 
David  Jevons  to  the  plaintiib ;  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  instrument  as 
set  out  extended  only  to  sums  then  due,  and  not  to  sums  to  become  due, 
the  breach  ought  not  to  have  included  the  sum  in  the  declaration  secondly 
above  mentioned,  which  was  not  due  at  the  date  of  the  guarantee ;  and 
that  the  breach  was  therefore  too  large ;  or,  if  the  promise  to  be  inferred 
from  the  instrument  was  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  extended  to 
♦4401  ^^^  '^™  *^**  might  at  any  time  ♦be  due,  then  the  breach  ought 

-'  not  to  have  included  the  said  first-mentioned  sum,  which  was 
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aetaftOy  due  at  the  date  of  the  said  guarantee  or  instmment,  as  appeared 
from  the  declaration ;  and  that  the  breach  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
did  not  therefore  correspond  with  the  promise  as  alleged,  or  with  the 
instrument  or  guarantee  as  set  forth,  &;c. 

The  plaintiiFs  joined  in  demurrer. 

B(mlly  in  support  of  the  demurrer.    The  extreme  uncertainty  of  the 
case  renders  it  difficult  to  put  a  construction  upon  an  instrument  of  this 
kind.     On  the  present  occasion,  the  main  question  arises  upon  the 
meaning  of  the  words  ^'  giving  credit."    Do  they  apply  to  both  past  and 
future  debts,  or  only  to  such  as  had  accrued  at  the  time  of  giving  the 
guarantee  ?    [Maule,  J.    The  proper  mode  of  construing  an  instrument 
of  this  sort,  is,  to  give  its  words  the  largest  sense  of  which  they  are  fairly 
susceptible.]    The  terms  of  the  instrument  are  ambiguous  in  that  respect, 
as  well  as  with  regard  to  the  limit  of  the  defendant's  responsibility,  which 
is,  ^'  to  pay  any  sum,  not  exceeding  120Z.,  due\xy  the  said  Edwards,  Ringer 
&  Co.  by  the  said  David  Jevons."    Do  those  words  apply  to  money  then 
due,  or  to  money  thereafter  to  become  due  ?    To  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  sue 
upon  a  guarantee,  there  must  be  a  consideration  distinctly  expressed  or 
necessarily  to  be  implied :  Hawes  v.  Armstrong,  1 N.  G.  761, 1  Scott,  6&1 ; 
Raikes  v.  Todd,  8  Ad.  k  E.  846, 1  P.  ft  D.  188;  Bentham  v.  Cooper,  5 
H.  &  W.  621 ;  Price  v.  Richardson,  15  M.  k  W.  689.    In  ^awes  v.  Arm- 
strong, TlNDAii,  C.  J.,  says :  ^^Undoubtedly,  it  is  extremely  probable,  from 
the  amount  *of  the  debt  due  from  Armstrong  k  Dell  agreeing  ^^aax 
exactly  with  the  amount  of  the  bills  endosed  in  the  letter,  that  ^ 
such  bills  were  sent  as  a  security  for  the  debt  then  due,  and,  if  so,  that 
the  forbearance  for  the  time  the  bills  had  to  run  must  have  formed  the 
ground  for  the  promise  of  the  defendant :  but  there  is  no  written  evidence 
to  show  that  such  was  the  case ;  and,  after  proof  of  the  existence  of  such 
debt  by  parol  evidence  (which  might  be  admitted),  the  great  link  in  the 
chain  of  the  evidence  would  still  be  wanting,  and  there  would  be  nothing 
but  parol  evidence  to  supply  it,  viis.,  that  the  forbearance  of  suing  for  that 
debt  was  the  consideration  for  the  particular  promise."    [Y.  Williams, 
J.     In  Hawes  v,  Armstrong,  it  was  necessary  to  add  to,  not  merely  to 
explain,  an  ambiguous  instrument,  to  imply  a  consideration.]    In  Cole 
i;.  Dyer,  1  C.  &  J.  461,  Lord  Ltndhurst  says :  '*  It  appears  to  me,  that, 
if,  in  such  a  written  agreement  to  be  answerable  for  the  debt  of  another 
person,  two  distinct  considerations  may,  with  equal  probability,  be  inferred 
as  the  inducement  for  that  engagement,  the  writing  is  not  taken  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  consequently  can  give  no  right  of 
action."    [Wilds,  C.  J.     There  are  many  cases  where  parol  evidence 
has  been  admitted  to  eke  out  a  guarantee.]    Haigh  v.  Brooks,  10  Ad.  k 
B.  809,  2  P.  &  D.  477,  was  a  case  of  that  sort :  there,  the  guarantee  was 
as  follows: — '^Messrs.  H.  In  consideration  of  your  being  in  advance  to 
L.  in  the  sum  of  10,0001.,  for  the  purchase  of  cotton,  I  do  hereby  give 
you  my  guarantee  for  that  amount  on  their  behalf.    J.  B. :"  and  it  was 

2A 
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held  by  the  court  of  error  (10  Ad.  k  E.  323,  4  R  &  D.  288),  affirming 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  guarantee  did  not  necessarily 
*AA9i  ^™P^7  ^  P^^^  '''advance ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  on  a  trial,  might 
^  have  offered  evidence  to  show  that  future  advances  had  been  con^ 
templated.  [Y.  Williams,  J.  The  last  case  on  the  subject  is  Gold* 
shede  v.  Swan,  1  Ezch.  154,  and  that  is  to  the  same  effect  as  Haigh  v. 
Brooks.]  Parol  evidence,  however,  is  not  admissible  to  explain  the 
meaning  of  the  words  ^^  giving  credit."  It  means,  ordinarily,  creating 
a  debt  by  giving  credit.  [Wilbb,  G.  J.  May  it  not  also  mean,  giving 
an  extended  time  for  payment  for  goods  already  supplied  ?]  The  mean- 
ing of  the  parties  must  be  collected  with  certainty  from  the  instrument 
itself. 

KanlaJee^  contrd..  The  consideration  is  sufficient,  and  the  promise 
well  alleged.  In  Newbury  v.  Armstrong,  6  Bingh.  201,  3  Moore  k  P. 
509,  the  words  of  the  guarantee  were, — '^  I  agree  to  be  security  to  you 
for  J.  G.,  late  in  the  employ  of  J.  P.,  for  whatever  you  may  intrust  him 
with  while  in  your  employ,  to  the  amount  of  507. :"  and  it  was  held  that 
the  consideration  for  the  guarantee  sufficiently  appeared.  ^'  We  ought 
not,"  says  Tindal,  G.  J.,  '^  to  be  too  strict  in  the  construction  of  these 
instruments ;  for,  if  every  agreement  entered  into  by  a  tradesman  be  so 
iQinutely  criticised,  it  will  be  necessary  to  resort  to  an  attorney  in  the 
most  common  intercourse  of  life."  The  same  rule  is  adopted  in  Gold- 
shede  v.  Swan.  Another  rule  applicable  to  cases  of  this  sort,  is  that 
adverted  to  by  Aldbbson,  B.,  in  Mayer  v.  Isaac,  6  M.  &  W.  605,  where 
that  learned  judge  says :  ^^  There  is  a  considerable  diffici^ty  in  recon- 
ciling all  the  cases  on  this  subject,  arising  principally  from  their  not 
being  at  one  as  to  the  principle  of  decision :  some  laying  it  down  that  a 
i^MAcyy  liberal  construction  ought  to  be  '''put  upon  the  instrument,  in 
-■  favour  of  the  person  giving  the  guarantee, — as  in  Nicholson  v, 
Paget,  1  C.  &  M.  68,  3  Tyrwh.  164 ;  others,  that  it  ought  to  be  strictly 
construed, — as  in  Mason  v.  Pritchard,  12  East,  227.  Undoubtedly,  the 
generally-received  principle  of  law  is,  that  the  party  who  makes  any 
instrument,  should  take  care  so  to  express  the  amount  of  his  own  liability, 
as  that  he  may  not  bo  bound  beyond  what  it  was  his  intention  that  he 
should  be;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  party  who  receives  th^ 
instrument,  and  parts  with  his  goods  on  the  faith  of  it,  should  rather  have 
a  construction  put  upon  it  in  his  favour,  because  the  words  of  the  instrur 
ment  are  not  his,  but  those  of  the  other  party.  And  therefore,  if  I  wer^ 
obliged  to  choose  between  the  two  conflicting  principles  which  have  been 
laid  down  on  this  subject,  I  should  rather  be  disposed  to  agree  with  that 
given  in  Mason  v.  Pritchard,  than  with  the  opinion  of  Batlet,  B.,  in 
Nicholson  t;.  Paget."  It  may  be  conceded,  that,  if  the  instrument  shows 
no  consideration  upon  the  face  of  it,  the  defect  cannot  be  aided  by  aver- 
ment or  by  evidence.  But  here,  it  is  submitted«that  giving  credit  is  a 
good  consideration,  and  prospective.    [Wxli>b^  C«  J.    The  declaratioii 
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l^es  as  the  state  of  facts  to  which  the  gnaraxttee  is  to  apply,  an  existing 
deht,  and  an  extended  credit.  The  consideration  is  limited  to  a  {ntnre 
snppl  J  of  goods :  and  none  have  been  supplied.]  The  question  is,  whe* 
ther  there  is  any  consideration  at  all, — ^whether,  upon  the  whole  declara- 
tion, the  guarantee  is  good.  It  has  been  laid  down  over  and  over  again 
that  you  may  resort  to  extrinsic  eyidence  to  explain  a  guarantee.  Such 
etidence  was  received  in  Shortrede  v.  Cheek,  1  Ad.  &  E.  57,  8  N.  &  M. 
866,  and  Johnston  v.  Nicholls,  1  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  261.  In  *Rus-  ^  ' 
sell  V.  Moseley,  3  B.  &  B.  211,  the  guarantee  was  as  follows : —  ■- 
*^  I  hereby  guaranty  the  present  account  of  H.  M.  due  to  R.  T.  S.,  of 
112L'  4«.  4<2.,  and  what  she  may  contract  from  this  date  to  the  80th  Sep- 
tember next :"  and  it  was  held  that  the  consideration  sufficiently  appeared 
on  the  face  of  the  instrument. 

Bovitt  was  heard  in  reply. 

WiLBB,  0.  J.  It  is  undoubtedly  to  be  lamented  that  so  much  ambi- 
guity has  of  necessity  arisen  in  cases  of  this  description.  But  when  it 
is  remembered  that  these  instruments  are  ordinarily  drawn  up  by  per- 
sons possessing  no  legal  knowledge,  and  having  no  ready  means  of 
inquiring  as  to  their  formal  requisites,  little  surprise  will  be  felt  at  the 
diversity  and  apparent  conflict  of  the  decisions  on  the  subject.  Consi- 
dering, however,  the  importance  in  a  commercial  point  of  view,  that 
every  reasonable  facility  should  be  given  in  the  enforcement  of  guaran- 
tees, one  is  extremely  desirous,  where  parties  have  acted  upon  the  faith 
of  such  engagements,  that  they  should,  if  possible,  be  sustained.  Bear- 
ing this  principle  in  view,  let  us  apply  our  minds  for  a  moment  to  the 
terms  of  this  guarantee,  and  then  see  how  the  authorities  that  have  been 
cited  bear  upon  it.  The  words  are, — "In  consideration  of  Messrs. 
Bdwards,  Ringer  &  Co.,  tobacco  manufacturers,  Bristol,  giving  credit  to 
Mr.  David  Jevons,  grocer,  Tipton,  I  hereby  engage  to  be  responsible, 
and  to  pay,  any  sum,  not  exceeding  1202.,  due  to  the  said  Edwards, 
Ringer  k  Co.  by  the  said  David  Jevons."  It  is  objected  that  the  words 
"  giving  credit"  are  ambiguous  and  uncertain, — ^they  may  refer  to  credit 
already  given,  or  to  future  credit, — and  therefore  the  guarantee  is  bad. 
The  ^answer  to  this  objection  is,  that  there  are  authorities  to  r^i^'g 
show  that  such  words  may  embrace  both  past  and  future  credit,  ^  - 
and  may  be  applied  to  whichever  may  be  found  to  exist.  Thus,  in  Haigh 
V.  Brooks,  the  words  "  in  consideration  of  your  being  in  advance  to  L.," 
were  held  not  necessarily  to  imply  a  past  advance.  So,  in  Goldshede  v. 
Swan,  the  words  "in  consideration  of  your  having  this  day  advanced,^' 
Ac.,  were  held  to  be  sufficiently  ambiguous  to  admit  of  evidence  to  show 
that  the  advance  was  not  a  past  one,  but  was  made  simultaneously  with 
the  execution  of  the  guarantee.  If  only  one  consideration  existed,  and 
that  by-gone,  the  consideration  would  not  be  good :  but,  if  there  were 
both  a  future  and  a  past  consideration,  it  would  suffice.  Haigh  v.  Brooks 
has  -not  been  impugned  by  any  subsequent  authority ;  and  it  has  repettt- 
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edlybeen  followed.  Applying  Us  doctrine  to  the  preaent -eaae, — ^die 
words  '^  giving  credit*'  are  equally  capable  of  embracing  a  by-gone  or  a 
future  credit.  What  does  this  declaration  show  ?  That  there  had  been 
antecedent  dealings  between  the  plainti&iind  David  Jevons,  in  the  course 
of  which  the  latter  had  become  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs^  and  that  they 
had  been  requested,  and  had  agreed,  to  give  him  an  extended  credit, 
upon  the  defendant's  giving  them  a  guarantee.  I  thought  at  first  that 
the  words  might  mean  ^^had  been  contracted  to  be  given:"  but  I  Mm 
satisfied,  that,  reading  the  whole  together,  the  result  is  this, — ^David 
Jevons,  being  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  two  sums,  one  of  which  was 
due,  and  the  other  growing  due,  applied  for  an  extension  of  credit  as  to 
both,  and  that  the  guarantee  was  given  as  an  inducement  for  such  exten- 
sion of  credit.  Now,  let  us  see  whether  the  declaration  does  bear  that 
construction.  It  begins  with  stating  that  David  Jevons  was  indebted  to 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  4&1.  for  goods  sold,  And  which  sum  was  then 
*AAff\  payable :  it  then  states  that  they  '''had  sold  other  goods  to  David 
Jevons,  to  the  amount  of  50Z.,  at  a  credit  of  one  month,  which 
had  not  yet  expired :  it  then  goes  on  to  state,  that,  before  the  giving  of 
the  guarantee,  David  Jevons  had  requested  the  plaintiffs  to  forbear  and 
give  him  a  reasonable  extension  of  credit  in  respect  of  both  these  debts, 
and  also  to  supply  him  with  other  goods  upon  credit, — ^which  the  plain- 
tiff agreed  to  do,  upon  having  the  defendant's  guarantee.  Does  not 
that  in  effect  say,  that  there  had  been  a  negotiation  for  further  time  to 
pay  the  two  debts,  and  for  a  future  supply  of  goods,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs had  agreed  to  give  time  and  to  supply  goods,  provided  the  defendant 
would  guaranty  the  payment,  and  that  the  guarantee  was  given  in  con- 
sideration of  the  premises?  What,  then,  is  the  meaning  of  ^^ giving 
credit  ?"  The  authorities  clearly  show  that  it  may  mean  the  forbearance 
of  a  past  or  a  future  debt :  «nd  that  the  declaration  shows  it  was  future. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  guarantee  is  not  ambiguous  upon  the  £ace  of  it. 
That  which  is  applicable  equally  to  two  states  of  circumstances,  cannot 
be  called  ambiguous.  I  think  the  guarantee  is  good,  and  properly  de- 
clared on,  and  therefore  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  judgment  on 
this  demurrer. 

The  rest  of  the  court  ooncurring,  Judgment  for  the  plaintijb. 


*447]  ♦CHINN,  a  Pauper,  v.  BULLEN.    Jfav.  24. 

Tbe  Judge  of  a  eovnty-ooart  bu  power  under  the  9  ft  10  Vict  c.  95,  a.  78,  to  allow  parties  to  sae 

before  him  in/ormA  patiptru. 
Where,  therefore,  a  plaintiff  suing  in  formA  pawpurit  in  the  sapeiior  eoor^  reeorered  lees  than 

20(.  in  an  action  of  debt»  the  ooort  ordered  a  snggestion  to  be  entered,  to  deprive  him  of  costs. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt,  for  wages.   The  plaintiff  had  pendente  lUe 
obtained  an  order  to  sue  in  farmd  pauperie ;  and,  nt  th^  trial  befove 
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Talfoubd,  J.,  at  the  first  sitting  for  Middlesex,  in  this  term,  he  obtained 
a  verdict  for  lOL 

Skinner,  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
ghow  cause  why  a  suggestion  should  not  be  entered  to  deprive  him  of 
costs,  under  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  129,  on  the  ground  that  the  action 
was  brought  for  a  cause  for  which  a  plaint  might  have  been  entered  in 
the  county-court. 

O;  Atkins&n  now  showed  cause.  A  plaintiff  who  is  admitted  to  sue 
in  formd  pauperisj  by  virtue  of  the  statute  11  H.  7,  c.  12,  is  not  within 
the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95.  The  statute  11  H.  7,  c.  12,  is  referable  only  to 
proceedings  commenced  by  original  writ,  and  is  in  express  terms  confined 
to  the  three  superior  courts  of  common  law :  and,  though  the  county-court 
is  to  a  certain  extent  a  court  of  record,  the  language  of  the  statute  of 
Henry  is  inapplicable  lo  it.  The  whole  scope  of  the  county-courts  act 
shows  that  it  contemplates  fees  at  each  step  payable  by  the  party  suing ; 
8.  37 :  and  no  exception  is  made  in  favour  of  paupers. 

Maule,  J.  I  apprehend  that  the  law  as  to  parties  suing  in  formd 
pauperis  is  subordinate  to  the  general  law  of  the  land.  The  78th  section 
of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  enacts  '^  that  five  of  the  judges  of  the  superior 
'^'courts  of  common  law  at  Westminster,  including  the  lord  chief  r:|c44o 
justice  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  the  lord  chief  justice  of  *■ 
the  Court  of  Common  Fleas,  and  the  lord  chief  baron  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  or  one  of  the  said  chiefs  at  the  least,  shall  have  power  to 
make  and  issue  all  the  general  rules  for  regulating  the  practice  and  pro- 
ceedings of  the  county-courts  holden  under  this  act,  and  also  to  frame 
forms  for  every  proceeding  in  the  said  courts  for  which  they  shall  think 
it  necessary  that  a  form  be  provided,  and  also  for  keeping  all  books, 
entries,  and  accounts  to  be  kept  by  the  clerks  of  the  said  courts,  and  from 
time  to  time  to  alter  any  such  rule  or  form ;  and  the  rules  so  made,  and 
the  forms  so  framed,  shall  be  observed  and  used  in  all  the  courts  holden 
under  this  act ;  and,  in  any  case  not  expressly  provided  for  herein^  or  by 
the  said  ruleSj  the  general  principles  of  practice  in  the  superior  courts 
of  common  law  may  he  adopted  and  applied,  at  the  discretion  of  the  judges, 
to  actions  and  proceedings  in  their  several  courts.*'  These  latter  words, 
I  think,  make  an  end  of  the  objection.  The  judges  of  the  county-courts 
may  exercise  the  same  discretionary  power  as  to  allowing  parties  to  svfi 
in  formd  pauperis,  which  the  judges  of  the  superior  courts  exercise. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.     Of  all  others,  one  would  think  paupers  the  fittest 
suitors  for  county-courts. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring, 

Rule  absolute. 

VOL.  vni.— 36  2  A  2 
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♦4491  *ACRAMAN  aud  Others,  Assignees  of  THOMAS  SWIFT,  a 
■•  Bankrupt,  v.  MORRICE.     Nov.  22. 

A.  eonU'acted  with  B.  to  pnrohMe  of  him  the  tnaJu  of  certain  oak  treas,  then  felled,  and  lying 
at  Uadnock,  about  twenty  miles  from  Chepstow.  The  course  was,  for  A-'b  agent  to  select  and 
mark  those  portions  which  he  intended  to  purchase,  and  for  B.  to  sever  the  tops  and  sidingiy 
and  float  the  trunks  down  the  river  Wye  to  A.'s  wharf  at  Chepstow,  and  there  deliver  them. 
After  a  portion  of  the  timber  had  been  delivered,  and  the  whole  paid  for,  B.  became  bankrapt; 
whereupon  A.  sent  his  men  to  B/s  premises  at  Hadnock,  and  severed  and  carried  away  the 
marked  portions  of  certain  trees :— Held,  that  no  property  in  the  trees,  or  any  portion  of  the 
tre^  which  had  not  been  delivered  by  B.,  passed  to  A.  by  the  contract ;  and  that  there  was 
no  delivery  or  acceptance  to  satisfy  the  statute  of  firauds :  and,  consequently,  that  the  asaignaei 
of  B.  were  entitled  to  recover  the  value,  in  trover. 

Teovbb,  for  certain  oak  timber.  The  first  count  alleged  a  conversion 
before^  and  the  second  after,  the  bankruptcy  of  Swift. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — first,  to  the  whole  declaration,  not  guilty, — 
secondly,  to  the  fiirst  count,  that  Swift  was  not  possessed  of  the  gooda 
and  chattels  in  that  count  mentioned,  &c.,  as  of  his  own  property,  in 
manner  and  form,  j^c, — ^thirdly,  to  the  second  count,  that  the  pbdntift 
were  not  possessed  of  the  goods  and  chattels  in  that  count  mentioned,  &c., 
as  of  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs  as  such  assignees  as  aforesaid,  in 
manner  and  form,  &c« 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Colbbidge,  J.,  at  the  Bristol  summer 
assises,  1848.  The  facts  which  appeared  in  evidence  were  za  follows : — 
The  bankrupt  Swift  was  a  timber-dealer  at  Monmouth.  The  defendant 
was  a  timber-merchant  in  London*  and  was  in  the  habit  of  contracting 
largely  for  the  supply  of  timber  to  her  Majesty's  dock-yards.  This 
action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  certain  oak  timber  which  had 
been  purchased  of  Swift  by  the  defendant,  and  marked,  measured,  and 
*A'^0'\  P^^^^'  before  the  date  of  the  Jiatj  but  ''^t  actually  delivered 
J  at  the  appointed  place,  and  of  which  the  defendant  possessed  him*' 
mAt  after  iheflaty  under  the  circumstances  hereafter  mentioned. 

There  had  been  a  long  course  of  dealing  between  the  parties,  of  this 
kind : — The  trees  being  felled,  the  defendant  sent  an  agent  to  inspect 
them,  and  to  measure  and  mark  such  portions  of  them  as  were  suited  for 
bis  purpose.  It  then  became  the  duty  of  Swift  to  cut  off  those  parts 
whidn  the  defendant's  agent  had  rejected,  and,  at  his  own  expense,  to 
convey  and  deliver  the  trunks  to  the  defendant  at  Ghepstow. 

The  timber  which  wa^  the  subject  of  this  action,  formed  part  of  a 
large  number  of  trees  which  the  defendant  had,  at  the  close  of  the  year 
1847,  verbally  agreed  to  purchase  of  Swift,  and  which  had  been  measured 
and  marked  by  the  defendant's  agent,  but  the  rejected  portions  of  which 
had  not  been  severed  by  Swift  before  the  issuing  of  the  j^^  The  ;fiat 
was  dated  the  15th  of  April,  1848.  After  that  day,  the  defendant  sent 
men  to  the  bankrupt's  premises  at  Hadnock,  in  the  Forest  of  Monmouth, 
who  severed  from  the  trunks  those  parts  of  the  trees  which  the  defend- 
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act  had  not  agreed  to  take,  and  carried  away  those  portions  wUch  he 
iiad  purchased. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  iras  insisted  that  the  measuring 
and  marking  of  the  timber  by  his  agent,  was  a  sufficient  delivery  and 
acceptance  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  passed  the  property  in  it  to 
him. 

The  learned  judge  intimated  a  contrary  opinion,  and  directed  the  jury 
to  find  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  agreed  value  of  the  timber  so  taken, — 
leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him, 
if  the  court  should  think  that  the  property  had,  under  the  circumstances, 
vested  in  him. 

The  jury  accordingly  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiflfs,  damages  95/. 

*Coekbumj  in  the  following  Michaelmas  term,  pursuant  to  the  p^^^.^ 
leave  reserved  to  him,  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  ■-  ^ 
the  defendant.  He  submitted,  that  enough  had  been  done  to  pass  the 
property  in  the  timber  to  the  defendant,  before  the  issuii^  of  the  fiat ; 
and  that,  the  severance  of  the  tops  and  sidings  from  the  trunks  being  an 
obligation  imposed  upon  the  vendor  for  the  purchaser's  benefit,  it  was 
competent  to  the  defendant  to  do  it  himself.  [Wildb,  G.  J.,  referred  to 
Rugg  V.  Minett,  11  East,  210.  There,  turpentine  in  casks  was  sold  by 
auction,  at  so  much  per  cwt.,  and  the  casks  were  to  be  taken  at  a  certain 
marked  quantity,  except  the  last  two,  out  of  which  the  seller  was  to  fill 
up  the  rest  before  they  were  delivered  to  the  purchasers,  on  which 
account  the  last  two  casks  were  to  be  sold  at  uncertain  quantities ;  and 
a  deposit  was  to  be  paid  by  the  bayers  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  the 
remainder  within  thirty  days  of  the  goods  being  delivered;  and  the 
buyers  had  the  option  of  keeping  the  goods  in  the  warehouse,  at  the 
charge  of  the  sellers,  for  those  thirty  days,  after  which  they  were  to  pay 
the  rent;  and  the  buyers  having  employed  the  warehouseman  of  the 
sellers  as  their  agent,  he  filled  up  some  of  the  casks  out  of  the  last  two, 
but  left  the  bungs  out,  in  order  to  enable  the  custom-house  officer  to 
gauge  them ;  but,  before  he  could  fill  up  the  rest,  a  fire  consumed  the 
whole  in  the  warehouse,  within  the  thirty  days :  and  it  was  held  that  the 
property  passed  to  the  buyers,  in  all  the  casks  which  were  filled  up, 
because  nothing  further  remained  to  be  done  to  them  by  the  seller ;  for, 
it  was  the  business  of  the  buyers  to  get  them  gauged,  without  which 
they  could  not  have  been  removed ;  and  the  act  of  the  warehouseman, 
in  leaving  them  unbunged  after  filling  them  up,  which  was  for  the  pur- 
pose of  gauging,  must  be  *taken  to  have  been  done  by  him  as  p^ .  ^^ 
agent  for  the  buyers,  whose  concern  the  gauging  was :  but  that  ^ 
the  property  in  the  casks  which  were  not  filled  up,  remained  in  the  seller, 
at  whose  risk  they  continued.]  According  to  the  principle  of  that  case, 
the  property  in  the  timber  had  passed  to  the  purchaser ;  all  that  remained 
to  be  done  by  the  seller  being,  the  severance  of  the  tops  and  sidings. 
^Maulb,  J.    This  question  recently  underwent  a  good  deal  of  discussion 
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before  the  Privy  Council,  in  a  .case  of  Logan  v.  Le  Mesurier,  6  Moore*8 
P.  G.  Cas.  116.  There,  A.  &  Co.,  of  Montreal,  entered  into  a  written 
contract  with  B.  &  Co.,  for  the  sale  of  a  quantity  of  red-pine  timber, 
then  lying  above  the  rapids,  Ottawa  River,  stated  to  consist  of  1891 
pieces,  measuring  50,000  feet,  more  or  less,  to  be  deliverable  at  a  certain 
boom  at  Quebec,  on  or  before  the  15th  of  June  then  next,  and  to  be  paid 
for  by  the  purchasers'  promissory  notes  of  ninety  days  from  that  date, 
at  the  rate  of  9^<2.  per  foot,  measured  off:  if  the  quantity  turned  out 
more  than  above  stated,  the  surplus  was  to  be  paid  for  by  the  purchasers 
at  9^(2.  per  foot,  on  delivery ;  and,  if  it  fell  short,  the  difference  was  to 
be  refunded  by  the  sellers.  The  price  of  the  50,000  feet  at  the  agreed 
rate,  was  paid  by  B.  &  Co.  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract.  The 
timber  was  not  delivered  on  the  day  prescribed  in  the  contract  of  sale ; 
and,  when  it  arrived  at  Quebec,  and  before  it  was  measured  and  delivered, 
the  raft  was  broken  up  by  a  storm,  whereby  a  great  part  of  the  timber 
was  dispersed  and  lost.  B.  &  Co.,  after  the  storm,  collected  such  of  the 
timber  as  could  be  saved,  paid  salvage  for  it,  and  applied  the  timber 
saved  to  their  own  use.  In  an  action  brought  by  B.  &  Co.  against  A. 
&  Co.  to  recover  the  amount  paid  on  their  promissory  notes,  and  for  a 
*j.f;«n  "^^^^^^  ^f  ^^^  contract,  and  for  the  difference  *between  the  con- 
-'  tract  price  of  9|e2,  per  foot,  and  lO^d.  per  foot,  the  market  price 
when  the  timber  was  to  have  been  delivered,  it  was  held,  by  the  Judicial 
Committee,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Lower 
Canada, — first,  that  the  action  was  maintainable, — secondly,  that,  by 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  until  the  measurement  and  delivery  of  the 
timber  was  made,  the  sale  was  not  complete ;  that  the  transfer  of  the 
property  was  postponed  until  the  measurement  at  the  delivery ;  and  that 
the  risk  remained  with  the  sellers, — and,  thirdly,  that  the  taking  posses* 
sion  of  a  part  of  the  timber  by  B.  &  Co.,  after  the  day  mentioned  for 
the  delivery  thereof  in  the  contract,  and  not  at  the  place,  could  not  be 
considered  as  an  .acceptance  of  the  whole ;  nor  could  it  be  considered  as 
an  admission  that  the  property  in  the  timber  passed  to  them  before  the 
storm  which  broke  up  the  raft.]  There,  something  remained  to  be  done 
to  ascertain  the  quantity  of  the  timber:  that  case,  therefore,  does. not 
conclude  this. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Btittj  Kinglakej  Serjt.,  and  M.  Smithy  showed  cause.  The  sole  ques- 
tion is,  whether  there  was  any  delivery  and  acceptance  of  this  timber, 
prior  to  the  date  of  i^iefiat  against  Swift,  to  divest  the  property  out  of 
the  bankrupt,  and  to  pass  it  to  the  defendant.  The  facts  are  short  and 
undisputed.  Swift  had  agreed  to  sell  to  the  defendant  certain  unsevered 
portions  of  certain  trees  which  had  been  selected,  measured,  and  marked 
by  the  defendant's  agent,  preparatory  to  their  being  severed  and  trimmed. 
The  severing  and  delivery  of  the  trunks  at  the  defendant's  wharf  at 
Chepstow, — which  is  about  twenty  miles  from  Hadnock,  where  the  tim^ 
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ber  was  lying, — ^were  to  be  done  by,  and  at  the  expense  of,  Swift.  After 
the  date  of  the  fiat  against  Swift,  and  while  the  messenger  was  in  pos- 
session, the  *defendant  sent  his  men  to  Swift's  wharf  at  Hadnock,  p^ .  ^a 
to  sever  and  remove  those  portions  of  the  trees  which  he  had  ■- 
agreed  to  purchase.  Something  remaining  to  be  done  by  the  seller,  vis. 
severing  the  tops  and  sidings,  and  floating  the  timber  down  the  Wye,  to 
the  defendant's  premises  at  Chepstow,  the  case  falls  precisely  within  that 
of  Rngg  V.  Minett.  [Wilde,  0.  J.  Is  not  the  result  of  all  the  cases 
this,  that  the  property  does  not  pass  to  the  vendee,  where  anything 
remains  to  be  done  to  it  by  the  vendor,  to  sever  the  part  sold  from  the 
bulk,  or  to  ascertain  the  quantity  ?]  That  undoubtedly  is  the  principle 
which  pervades  all  the  cases.  [Maule,  J.  Suppose  a  horse  were  sold, 
to  be  shod  by  the  seller,  and  afterwards  delivered  to  the  purchaser, — 
would  the  property  in  him  pass  before  the  operation  of  shoeing  had  been 
performed  ?]  It  is  probable  that  it  would :  that  very  case  is  put  by  way 
of  illustration  in  the  course  of  the  argument  of  Bugg  v.  Minett.  In 
Bill  V.  Bament,  9  M.  &  W.  86,  the  defendant  ordered  goods  of  H.,  the 
del  credere  agent  of  the  plaintiiT,  at  a  stipulated  price,  to  be  paid  for  on 
delivery ;  and,  on  receiving  notice  that  the  goods  had  arrived  at  H.'s 
warehouse,  went  there,  and  directed  a  boy,  whom  he  saw  there,  to  put  a 
certain  mark  on  the  goods :  on  the  defendant's  refusal  to  receive  the 
goods,  by  reason  of  a  dispute  about  the  price,  an  action  was  commenced 
against  him  by  the  plaintiff;  after  which,  at  H.'s  request,  the  defendant 
wrote  in  H.'s  ledger,  at  the  bottom  of  a  page  containing  the  statement 
of  the  goods. in  question,  and  headed  with  the  plaintiff's  name,  the  words 
'^  Received  the  above,"  which  he  signed :  and  it  was  held,  that  there  was 
no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  delivery  and  acceptance  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds.  Parkb,  B.,  says :  ^^  The  direction  to  mark 
the  goods,  was  evidence  *to  go  to  the  jury,  quo  animo  the  defend-  p^^^^  ^ 
ant  took  possession  of  them :  so  also,  the  receipt  was  some  evi-  ^ 
dence  of  an  acceptance.  But  there  must  also  be  a  delivery  ;  and  to  con- 
stitute that,  the  possession  must  have  been  parted  with  by  the  owner,  so 
as  to  deprive  him  of  the  right  of  lien."  [Mauls,  J.  In  that  case,  any 
goods  of  the  same  sort,  would  have  satisfied  the  contract.  Here,  the 
subject-matter  of  the  contract  is  ascertained  from  the  first.]  In  Laidler 
V.  Burlinson,  2  M.  &  W.  602,  where  there  was  an  entire  contract  to  pur- 
chase when  finished,  a  ship  then  in  course  of  building,  it  was  held  that 
no  property  in  her  passed  until  she  was  finished.(a)  In  Baldey  v.  Parker, 
2  B.  &  C.  87,  8  D.  &  R.  220,  A.  went  to  the  shop  of  B.  &  Co.,  linen- 
drapers,  and  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  various  articles,  each  of  which 
was  under  the  value  of  107.,  but  the  whole  amounted  to  707.  A  separate 
price  for  each  article  was  agreed  upon ;  some,  A.  marked  with  a  pencil, 
others  were  measured  in  his  presence,  and  others  he  assisted  to  cut  from 
larger  bulks.     He  then  desired  that  an  account  of  the  whole  might  be 

(a)  Sed  Tide  Ooss  v.  QuintODi  3  M.  A  G.  825,  4  Seott,  N.  R.  471. 
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4Bent  to  his  hofose,  and  went  away.  A  bill  of  parcels  was  aceordinglj 
jsent,  together  with  the  goods,  when  A,  refused  to  accept  them:  it  was 
held, — first,  that  this  was  all  one  contract,  and  therefore  within  the  17th 
section  of  the  29  Car.  2,  c.  8, — secondly,  that  there  was  no  delivery  and 
acceptance  of  any  of  the  goods,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  that  section.  So,  in  Simmons  v.  Swift,  5  B.  &  C.  857,  8  D.  & 
II.  693,  where  the  owner  Qf  a  stack  of  bark  entered  into  a  contract  to 
sell  it  at  a  certain  price  per  ton,  and  the  purchaser  agreed  to  take  and 
pay  for  it  on  a  day  specified,  and  a  part  was  afterwards  weighed  and 
^  -.  delivered  to  him, — ^it  was  held  that  the  property  in  *the  residue 
^  did  not  vest  in  the  purchaser  until  it  had  been  weighed,  that  being 
necessary  in  order  to  ascertain  the  amount  to  be  paid ;  and  that,  even 
if  it  had  vested,  the  seller  could  not,  before  that  act  had  been  done, 
maintain  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,— or  (per  Littlbdalb, 
J.)  for  goods  bargained  and  sold.  [Maule,  J.  The  subject  of  sale  was 
not  ascertained  at  all.  Suppose  I  have  1000  bushels  of  com  in  a  heap, 
and  a  man  agrees  to  buy  one  bushel  of  it, — would  it  not  be  preposterous 
to  say  that  any  particular  bushel  passed  ?]  Smith  v.  Surman,  9  B.  &  C. 
561,  4  M.  &  R.  455,  is  an  authority  to  the  same  effect :  there,  the  con- 
tract was  for  a  sale  of  growing  trees.  In  Maberley  v.  Sheppard,  10 
Bingh.  99,  3  M.  &  Scott,  486,  the  plaintiff  built  a  wagon  for  the  defend- 
ant :  the  latter  employed  a  smith  to  affix  thereon  the  iron-work,  and  a 
tilt-maker,  to  put  on  a  tilt :  but  the  wagon  remained  in  the  possession 
of  the  plaintiff:  and  it  was  held  that  the  affixing  of  these  articles  to  it, 
was  not  such  an  acceptance  of  the  wagon  by  the  defendant,  as  to  ^satisfy 
the  statute  of  frauds. 

Cockbum  (with  whom  was  Bantow),  in  support  of  the  rule.  The 
general  doctrine,  that,  where  something  remains  to  be  done  by  the  vendor 
of  goods,  before  their  delivery,  the  property  in  them  does  not  pass  to  the 
vendee,  is  not  controverted.  But  the  meaning  of  that  proposition  is  this, 
— ^that  the  thing  to  be  done  has  reference  to  the  appropriation  of  the 
goods  to  the  particular  contract.  Suppose  a  sale  of  twenty  sheep  out 
of  a  flock,  selected  and  marked  by  the  vendee,  and  it  was  part  of  the 
contract  that  the  vendor  should  drive  them  home, — would  not  the  property 
•pass  ?  [Maule,  J.  Suppose, — as,  indeed,  is  not  uncommon, — ^the  score 
^4571  *^^  sheep  are  selected,  and  remain  to  be  shorn  by  the  vendor  ?] 
In  that  case,  if  the  vendor  omitted  to  shear  the  sheep,  the  vendee 
might  do  it,  and  take  away  the  sheep,  leaving  the  fleece.  [Maule,  J. 
It  is  quite  clear  that  some  portions  of  these  trees  were  not  the  subject 
of  the  sale.  The  unsevered  tops  and  sidings  undoubtedly  remained  the 
property  of  the  vendor.  Can  two  men  be  seised  of  particular  parts  of 
an  undivided  chattel  ?]  It  is  difficult  to  see  why  they  may  not.  It  is 
not  unusual  for  two  or  more  to  be  jointly  interested  in  a  race-horse : 
[Maule,  J.    But,  in  that  case,  each  is  seised  per  my  et  per  toiuij{a)  not 

(a)  yid«  7  Man.  Gr.  ft  Seott,  455,  n. 
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each  of  an  ascertained  part.  If  the  vendee  had  brought  an  action  for 
the  non-delivery  of  the  timber,  could  the  vendor  have  said  he  h(id  deli* 
vered  it,  when  the  vendee  had  no  right  to  take  it  away  ?]  That  would 
depend  upon  circumstances.  If  no  bankruptcy  had  intervened  here,  and 
the  vendor  had  allowed  an  unreasonable  time  to  elapse  without  severing 
and  delivery,  would  the  vendee  have  been  liable  in  trespass  for  doing  as 
he  has  done?  [Macle,  J.  I  think  he  would.  The  vendor  has  bound 
himself  to  do  something,  and  has  failed  to  do  it ;  that  is  all.  Wildb,  C« 
J.  There  has  been  no  appropriation,  and  no  delivery.  The  case  falls 
precisely  within  the  principle  of  Kugg  v.  Minett.]  In  that  case,  there 
remained  something  to  be  done  by  the  vendor,  to  evidence  an  appropria-^ 
tion :  here,  the  thipg  sold,  and  the  price,  were  ascertained.  [Mauls,  J. 
But  not  the  quantity — the  cubic  contents.  Wildh,  C.  J.  In  Hanson 
v..  Meyer,  6  East,  614,  2  J.  P.  Smith,  670,  by  a  contract  of  sale,  the 
vendee  agreed  to  purchase  all  the  starch  of  thq  vendor  then  lying  at  the 
warehouse  of  a  third  person,  at  so  much  j^er  cwt.,  by  bill  at  two  months : 
the  starch  was  in  papers,  but  the  exact  weight  was  not  then  '^'ascer-  r*AnQ 
tained,  but  was  to  be  ascertained  afterwards ;  and  fourteen  days  ^ 
were  to  be  aDowed  for  the  delivery :  the  vendor  gave  a  note  to  the  ven- 
dee, addressed  to  the  warehouse-keeper,  directing  him  to  ijoeigh  and 
deliver  to  the  vendee  all  his  starch :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  absolute 
property  in  the  starch  did  not  vest  in  the  vendee  before  the  weighing^ 
which  was  to  precede  the  delivery,  and  to  determine  the  price ;  and  that, 
notwithstanding  part  of  the  starch  had  been  weighed  and  delivered  by 
his  direction,  the  vendor,  upon  the  bankruptcy  of  the  vendee,  might 
retain  the  remainder,  which  still  continued  unweighed,  in  the  warehouse, 
in  the  name  and  at  the  expense  of  the  vendor.  Mauls,  J.  It  has 
repeatedly  been  held, — ^upon  contracts  for  the  sale  of  corn, — Swanwick 
V.  Sothern,  9  Ad.  &  E.  895,  1  P.  &  D.  648,— oil.  White  v.  Wilks,  5 
Taunt.  176,  1  Marsh.  2,— sugar,  Rohde  v.  Thwaites,  6  B.  &  C.  388,  9 
D.  &  R.  293,— hemp,  Shepley  v.  Davis,  1  Marsh.  262,  5  Taunt.  617,— 
and  flax,  Busk  v.  Davis,  2  M.  &  Selw.  897,  1  Marsh.  259,  n.,  5  Taunt. 
622,  n. — that,  although  the  price  per  bushel^  per  ton,  or  per  cwt.,  and 
the  precise  bulk,  are  ascertained,  yet  the  property  does  not  pass  to  the 
vendee,  so  long  as  something  remains  to  be  done  by  the  vendor,  such  as 
measuring  or  weighing.]  In  Whitehouse  v.  Frost,  12  East,  614,  A., 
having  forty  tons  of  oil  secured  in  the  same  cistern,  sold  ten  tons  to  B., 
and  received  the  price,  and  B.  sold  the  same  to  C,  and  took  his  accept- 
ance  for  the  price,  at  four  months,  and  gave  him  a  written  order  for 
delivery  on  A.,  who  wrote  and  signed  his  acceptance  upon  the  order ; 
but  no  actual  delivery  was  made  of  the  ten  tons,  which  continued  mixed 
with  the  rest,  in  A.'s  cistern :  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  complete 
sale  and  delivery  in  law  *of  the  ten  tons  by  B.  to  C,  nothing  ri^iA^g 
remaining  to  be  done  on  the  part  of  the  seller, — though,  as  be- 
tween him  and  A.,  it  remained  to  be  measured  off;  and  therefore  that 
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the  seller  could  not,  upon  the  bankruptcy  of  C,  the  buyer,  before  hi6 
acceptance  became  due,  countermand  the  measuring  off  and  deliyery  in 
fact  of  the  ten  tons  to  the  buyer  G. ;  and  that  the  goods  were  not  in 
transitu^  so  as  to  enable  the  seller  to  stop  them. 

Wilde,  G.  J.  The  argument  urged  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  has 
not  succeeded  in  raising  any  doubt  in  my  mind.  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  case  is  quite  free  from  difficulty.  Upon  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods,  BO  long  as  anything  1'emains  to  be  done  to  them  by  the  seller,  the 
property  does  not  pass,  and  the  seller  has  a  right  to  retain  them.  In  the 
present  case,  several  things  remained  to  be  done.  The  buyer  having 
selected  and  marked  the  particular  parts  of  the  trees  which  he  wished  to 
purchase,  it  became  the  seller's  duty  to  sever  those  parts  from  the  rest, 
and  to  convey  them  to  Ghepstow,  and  there  deliver  them  at  the  purcha- 
ser's wharf.  Now,  that  which  the  buyer  does  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
the  seller  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract,  cannot  be  considered  as  an 
acceptance  of  the  article.  The  selection  and  marking  must,  of  necessity, 
precede  the  delivery.  What  I  understand  by  acceptance,  is,  an  act  done 
by  two  parties,  one  of  whom  is  content  to  deliver,  and  the  other  to  receive, 
the  subject-matter  of  the  contract.  The  evidence  here,  is,  that  the  seller 
engaged  that  he  would  sever  the  tops  and  sidings,  and,  after  he  had 
incurred  the  expense  of  severing,  he  would  incur  the  further  expense  of 
conveying  the  trunks  to  Ghepstow;  and  that  the  buyer  undertook  to 
accept  the  trunks  when  severed  and  delivered  to  him  at  Ghepstow.  That 
is  the  contract  which  was  proved.  This  being  the  state  of  things,  the 
*Aa(M  ^^^^^  becomes  bankrupt ;  and  the  buyer,  anxious  to  get  *poB8es- 
J  sion  of  the  timber, — ^which  it  appears  he  had  paid  for, — ^goes  to  a 
place  where  he  had  no  right  to  go,  and  takes  upon  himself  to  sever  and 
carry  away  that  which  does  not  belong  to  him.  The  case  distinctly  falls 
within  every  authority  upon  the  subject  which  I  can  remember.  The 
property  clearly  had  not  passed  to  the  defendant,  and  he  was  guilty  of  a 
trespass  and  a  conversion,  in  possessing  himself  of  it  in  the  way  he  did. 
I  therefore  think  the  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him,  should  be  dis- 
charged. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is  an  action  of  trover  for 
timber  which  the  plaintiffs  claim  as  assignees  of  Swift.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  the  trees  remained  the  property  of  Swift  at  the  time  of  his 
bankruptcy,  and  consequently  vested  in  his  assignees,  except  in  so  far 
as  they  were  divested  out  of  Swift  by  the  contract.  The  way  in  which 
the  defendant  seeks  to  show  the  plaintiffs  to  be  out  of  possession,  is  this, 
— that  the  bankrupt  had  entered  into  a  contract  with  him,  by  which  it 
was  agreed  that  certain  portions  of  the  trees  in  question  should  be  severed 
and  floated  down  to  Ghepstow  by  the  bankrupt,  and  there  delivered  to 
the  defendant,  at  the  bankrupt's  expense.  Now,  the  rights  of  the 
defendant  exist  only  so  far  as  they  are  created  by  the  contract.  He  had 
at  no  time  a  right  to  deal  with  the  whole  tree :  it  was  to  be  severed  by 
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the  b&nlrapt,  and  the  selected  portion  delivered  to  him  bj  the  bankrupt; 
Subject  to  that  right,  the  entire  property  remained  in  the  bankrupt,  and 
passed  to  his  assignees.  How  could  the  qualified  right  which  the  defend- 
ant had, — a  right  which  was  only  to  be  enforced  by  suit, — justify  him  in 
taking  the  trees  out  of  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt  ?  Even  according 
to  his  own  view,  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  a  conversion,  for  his  act 
amounted  to  a  taking  of  the  whole  tree. 

*V.  Williams,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     There  was  p^^/.^ 
nothing  to  show  that  the  property  in  this  timber  ever  passed  to  I- 
the  defendant.     There  was  clearly  no  delivery  to  satisfy  the  statute  of 
frauds. 

Talfourd,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  discharged. 


PORCHER  and  Another  v.  GARDNER  and  Others.     Nov.  23. 

Bjr  agreement  between  the  plaintiffs,  trnstees  of  a  maniage-sottlement,  and  the  defendants,  three 
of  the  committee  of  management  of  a  projected  railway  company, — ^reciting  that  a  bill  for  the 
formation  of  the  railway  was  pending  in  the  House  of  Commons,  that  the  railway  was  intended 
to  pass  through  a  certain  park  which  was  sultject  to  the  settlement, — ^it  was  agreed,  that,  if  the 
bill  shonld  pass  into  a  law  in  the  then  present  or  the  next  session,  the  company  should,  within 
six  calendar  months  after  the  passing  of  the  bill,  and  before  commencing  the  railway  on  any 
part  of  the  said  park  and  hereditaments,  pay  the  plaintiffs  11,7002.;  and  that,  in  consideration 
of  that  sum,  the  company  should  have  conveyed  to  them  nineteen  acres  of  the  said  land,  Ac, 
— tAe  whole  of  the  taid  agreement  to  be  null  and  void,  unleee  eanetioned  by  the  Court  of  Chancery 
in  a  cauee  of  Lawrence  r,  Porcher,  and  eo  mnch  of  that  agreement  ae  the  court  thould  require 
ehould  be  ineerted  in  the  act : — Held,  that  the  plaintiffs'  obtaining  the  sanction  of  the  court  to 
the  agreement  within  six  months  of  the  paeeing  of  the  bill,  was  a  condition  precedent  to  their 
right  to  sue  the  defendants  for  the  money. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated,  that  there- 
tofore,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  of  February,  1847,  by  a  certain  agreement 
then  made  between  the  plaintiffs  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendants  of 
the  other  part, — ^reciting  that  a  bill  was  then  pending  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  intituled  ^^  The  Cheltenham,  Oxford,  and  Rugby  Junction 
Railway,"  &c. ;  and  reciting  that  the  said  railway  was  intended  to  pass 
through  Sandywell  Park,  and  divers  other  hereditaments  in  the  county 
of  Gloucester,  which  were  subject  to  the  settlements  made  before  the 
marriage  of  William  Lawrence ;  and  also  reciting  that  the  *defend-  r^Af.^ 
ants  were  three  of  the  committee  of  management  of  the  said  rail-  ^ 
way  company,  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  between  the  plaintiffs  and 
defendants  as  follows, — That  the  plaintiffs,  in  consideration  of  9700/. 
and  20007.,  to  be  paid  to  them  by  the  said  railway  company,  and  also 
in  consideration  of  the  stipulations  thereinafter  mentioned,  agreed  to 
allow  the  said  railway  to  pass  through  the  said  park  and  hereditaments,  in 
manner,  &c. ;  that  the  defendants  agreed,  that,  if  the  said  bill  should  pass 
into  a  law  in  the  then  present  or  the  then  next  session  of  parliament,  the 
said  company  should,  within  six  calendar  months  after  the  passing  of  the 
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bill,  and  before  oommenoing  tbe  said  railway  on-  any  part  of  the  said 
park  and  hereditaments,  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  said  sums  of  9700J.  and 
20002. ;  that,  in  consideration  of  the  said  sum  of  9700Z.,  the  said  companj 
should  hayo  conveyed  to  them  nineteen  acres  of  the  said  hereditaments, 
and  that  the  sum  of  20002.  should  be  accepted  by  the  plaintiffs  in  satis- 
faction of  all  private  bridges,  rebuilding  lodges,  &c. ;  that  the  said  company 
were  to  fence  off  with  iron  hurdles,  and  keep  the  same  in  good  repair,  &c. ; 
and  the  whole  of  the  expenses  of  making  out  the  title,  and  of  the  convey- 
ance, and  of  all  other  incidental  charges,  were  to  be  paid  by  the  company ; 
the  whole  of  the  said  agreement  to  be  nuU  and  void^  untees  sanetianed  bjf 
the  Court  of  Chancery  ^  in  a  cauee  of  Lawrence  v.  Porcher  ;  and  eo  much 
of  that  agreement  as  the  court  should  require^  should  be  inserted  in  the  act; 
the  whole  of  the  expenses  of  the  plaintifis  in  consequence  of  the  said  pro- 
jected railway,  including  the  proceedings  in  the  said  cause  of  Lawrence  r. 
Porcher,  and  of  the  said  agreement,  were  to  be  paid  by  the  said  committee 
of  management,  within  fourteen  days  from  the  obtaining  the  sanction 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  The  declaration  then  averred,  that  the  said 
agreement  being  so  made,  in  consideration  thereof,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  and 
*AR^'\  *^^^^  ^^^  plaintiffs,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  had  then 
-'  promised  to  perform  all  things  on  their  part  to  be  performed,  the 
defendants  then  promised  to  perform  all  things  on  their  part  to  be  per- 
formed, and  that  the  said  railway  company  should,  within  six  calendar 
months  after  the  passing  of  the  said  bill,  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  said  sums 
of  9700Z.  and  20002.,  and  should  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  whole  of  the 
expenses  of  making  out  the  title  to  the  land  to  be  taken  by  the  said  rail- 
way company  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  all  other  charges 
incidental  thereto ;  that,  although  the  plaintiffs  had  duly  performed  all 
things  on  their  part  to  be  performed,  &;c.,  and  had,  from  the  time  of 
making  the  agreement,  continually,  been  ready  and  willing  to  permit  and 
allow  the  said  railway  to  pass  through  the  said  park  and  hereditaments, 
in  the  manner  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned ;  and  although  the  said 
bill,  befbre  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  being  in  the 
then  present  session  of  parliament  in  which  the  said  agreement  was  made, 
did  pass  into  a  law  ;  and  although  the  plaintiffs  afterwards,  and  before 
this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  did  deliver  to  the  defendant43  and  the  said  rail- 
way company  a  good  and  sufficient  abstract  of  the  plaintiffs'  title  to  the 
said  land  and  hereditaments  intended  to  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  the 
said  intended  railway  by  the  said  railway  company,  and  were,  after 
the  delivery  of  the  said  abstract,  and  within  six  calendar  months  after  the 
passing  of  the  said  bill,  and  before  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  ready  and 
willing  to  deduce  and  show,  and  did  then  show  and  make  appear,  to  the 
defendants  and  the  said  railway  company,  a  good  and  sufficient  title  to  the 
said  land  and  hereditaments,  enabling  them  to  convey  to  the  said  railway 
company  the  said  land  and  hereditaments,  on  the  terms  aforesaid,  and  the 
^  plainlift  were  then,  and  evor  since  had  been,  and  atill  were,  ready  and 
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wilUiig  and  able  to  complete  the  said  ^agreement  on  their  part,  and  r^^AQA 
to  conrvey  to  the  said  railtmj  company  nineteen  acres  of  the  said  ^ 
land,  in  pnrsnance  thereof;  and  although  after  the  said  agreement,  and 
before  this  suit,  a  longer  period  than  six  calendar  months  elapsed  after  the 
passing  of  the  said  bill ;  and  although  the  plaintiffs  had,  from  the  time  the 
aaid  agreement,  continually,  been  ready  and  willing  to  accept  and  receive 
4he  said  sum  of  9700{.,  and  the  said  sum  of  20002.  in  full  satisfaction  of 
all  private  bridges,  removal  of  lodges,  &c. ;  and  although,  after  the  said 
agreement,  and  before  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  m^  tx^reement  was 
4ufy  sanctioned  by  the  said  court  of  Chancery ,  in  the  said  Cause  of 
Lawrence  v.  Porcher, — of  all  which  said  several  premises  respectively  the 
defendants  and  the  said  railway  company,  after  the  said  agreement,  and 
after  the  passing  the  said  bill,  and  before  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  had 
notice,  and  the  said  railway  company  was  then  requested  by  the  plaintiffit 
to  pay  them  the  said  sums  of  97001.  and  20002.  respectively ;  yet  the  said 
railway  company  did  not  pay,  nor  had  the  said  railway  company  paid,  the 
said  sums,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  although  the  defendants,  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  had  notice  of  the  said  several  premises,  and  were  then 
requested  by  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  by  the  said  railway 
company  to  the  plaintiffs  the  said  sums  of  970O2.  and  2000Z.,  the  defend- 
ants had  not  paid,  or  caused  to  l)e  paid,  by  the  said  railway  company,  the 
said  sums  of  97002.  and  20002.,  and  the  said  sums  of  97002.  and  20002., 
and  every  part  thereof,  were  still  due  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  declaration 
then  alleged  for  special  damage,  that  the  plaintilb  had  incurred  certain 
expenses  in  making  out  the  title  to  the  land,  in  preparing  the  conveyance, 
and  in  incidental  expenses,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement, — ^whereof 
the  defendants  and  the  said  railway  company  had  notice  before  this 
'''suit,  and  were  respectively  requested  to  pay,  and  which  they  r*4gr 
respectively  had  omitted  to  do,  &c.  ^ 

The  defendants  pleaded, — ^fifthly,  that,  although  true  it  was  that  the 
said  agreement  was  sanctioned  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  the  said 
cause  of  Lawrence  v.  Porcher,  as  in  the  declaration  alleged,  nevertheless, 
for  plea  in  that  behalf,  the  defendants  said  that  the  said  agreement  was 
not  so  sanctioned  within,  nor  until  after  the  expiration  of,  six  calendar 
months  after  the  passing  of  the  bill  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned, — 
verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  caus^,  amongst  others, — that  the  plea 
was  bad,  because,  according  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  contract,  it  was 
not  necessary  that  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  should  be 
obtained  within  the  six  months,  and  that  the  agreement  did  not  become 
null  and  void  at  the  end  of  the  six  months,  although  such  sanction  had 
not  at  that  time  been  obtained. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Chay,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  fifth  plea  is  clearly  bad. 
No  particular  time  being  fixed  for  obtaining  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of 
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Chancery  to  the  agreement,  the  obtaining  of  such  sanction  was  not  a 
condition  precedent :  it  was  sufficient  that  it  should  be  obtained  at  any 
time  after  the  expiration  of  the  six  months.  The  case  falls  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Dicker  t^.  Jackson,  6  Man.  Grr.  k  S.  108.  There,  the  declaration 
stated,  that,  on  the  2d  of  September,  1844,  the  plaintiff  entered  into 
certain  articles  of  agreement  with  the  defendant,  for  the  sale  of  a  piece 
of  land,  whereby  the  plaintiff  agreed  that  he  would,  within  one  month 
from  the  date  thereof,  or  from  being  required  so  to  do,  deliver  to  the 
^  defendant  an  abstract  of  '''his  title  to  the  said  premises,  and  de- 

^  duce  a  clear  title  thereto,  and  that  the  defendant  did  thereby  agree 
that  he  would  pay  the  purchase-money  as  follows, — the  sum  of  548{.  18s* 
lOd.  on  the  signing  of  the  contract,  and  the  residue  or  sum  of  49402. 
10«.  on  or*before  the  2d  of  September,  1848,  together  with  interest,  Ac. : 
the  declaration,  after  stating  that  the  plaintiff  did,  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  and  within  one  month  from  being  required  so  to  do, 
deliyer  to  the  defendant  such  an  abstract  of  his  title  to  the  said  premises, 
and  deduce  such  a  clear  title  thereto,  as  in  and  by  the  said  articles  in  that 
behalf  specified  and  required, — alleged  for  breach  the  non-payment  by 
the  defendant  of  the  residue  of  the  purchase-money :  and  a  plea,  that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  deliver  to  the  defendant  an  abstract  of  title  to  the 
said  premises,  and  deduce  such  clear  title  thereto,  as  in  and  by  the  said 
agreement  specified  and  required,  modo  et  farmdy  &c.,  was  held  bad,  in- 
asmuch as  the  performance  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  contract  with  respect 
to  delivering  an  abstract,  &c.,  was  not  a  condition  precedent  to  his  right 
to  maintain  an  action  for  the  non-payment  of  the  purchase-money,  and, 
•consequently,  that  the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  of  such  performance, 
was  immaterial,  and  not  traversable.  The  stipulation  as  to  obtaining  the 
sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  is  not  a  condition  in  favour  of  the 
defendants,  but  is  introduced  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs,  who, 
being  trustees,  might  render  themselves  personally  responsible  if  they 
acted  without  such  sanction.  [Y.  Williams,  J.  When  would  the  sta- 
tute of  limitations  begin  to  run  here  ?]  In  one  view,  from  tho  end  of 
the  six  months,  the  defendants  being  from  that  time  liable  to  pay  the 
money :  in  another,  from  the  time  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
was  obtained.  In  Wilks  v.  Smith,  10  M.  &;  W.  S55,  the  declaration 
*S({7'\  ^^^^S^^9  ^^^^  ^7  ^^  '^'agreement  made  between  the  plaintiff  and 

-'  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell,  and  the  defendant  to 
buy,  certain  building  ground,  for  the  sum  of  1207.,  which  the  defendant 
agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  on  or  before  the  expiration  of  four  years,  with 
interest  at  5L  per  cent  half-yearly  until  paid ;  and  it  averred  that  the 
four  years  had  not  expired,  that  the  1202.  had  not  been  paid,  and  that 
122.  had  become  due  for  interest :  and  it  was  held  that  the  declaration 
was  good,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  aver  that  he  had  deli- 
vered possession  of  the  land,  or  that  he  had  title  thereto,  or  was  ready 
and  willing  to  convey  it.     Parkb,  B.,  there  says :  *^  The  consideration 
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for  the  defendant's  paying  the  interest^  is,  the  plaintiff's  undertaking  to 
sell  the  land,  not  the  actoal  sale  of  it*  The  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  do 
anything  before  the  money  is  paid.  The  rule  as  laid  down  in  the  notes 
to  Pordage  t^.  Cole,  1  Wms.  Saund.  319  Z,  applies  strictly  to  this  case. 
No  time,  then,  being  fixed  by  the  agreement  for  the  conveyance  of  the 
land,  it  cannot  be  a  condition  precedent ;  nor  can  we  imply  that  a  con- 
reyance  was  intended  to  be  made  before  the  interest  was  paid,  else  we 
should  be  supposing  that  the  plaintiff  intended  to  part  with  his  estate 
before  the  money  was  paid,  and  such  an  intention  certainly  cannot  be 
implied  from  the  nature  of  the  contract."  The  declaration  here  would 
have  been  a  perfectly  good  one,  if,  after  setting  out  the  agreement,  it  had 
merely  averred  that  the  bill  had  passed,  and  the  six  months  elapsed, — 
without  saying  anything  about  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
having  been  obtained, 

Catalinffy  contr&.  According  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  as  set 
out  in  the  declaration,  the  payment  of  the  money  was  conditional  on  the 
sanction  of  the  Court  '''of  Chancery  to  the  conveyance  being  n^jnr, 
obtained.  If  so, — whether  it  be  a  condition  precedent  or  a  con-  ^ 
dition  subsequent,  the  plaintiffs  must  fail :  in  the  former  case,  the  decla- 
ration is  bad ;  in  the  latter,  the  plea  is  a  good  answer.  The  defendants 
are  three  of  the  committee  of  management  of  a  projected  railway  com- 
pany: the  plaintiffs  are  the  trustees  of  a  marriage  settlement.  The 
defendants,  at  the  time  of  entering  into  this  agreement,  were  endeavour- 
ing to  obtain  an  act  of  parliament  to  regulate  their  undertaking.  The 
defendants,  at  the  most,  were  only  bargaining  for  an  equity.  The  land 
was  not  to  be  conveyed  until  the  money  was  paid.  Under  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances, the  plaintiffs  would  recover  upon  this  state  of  things :  but 
the  fact  of  the  plaintiffs  being  trustees,  makes  a  material  difference. 
[Maulb,  J.  Is  not  the  payment  to  be  made  absolutely  on  the  days 
stipulated ;  the  money  being  recoverable  back,  on  the  plaintiff's  failure 
to  make  a  title  ?  In  the  event  of  no  title  being  made,  the  contract 
would  necessarily  be  void:  that  is  an  implied  condition  in  every  contract 
of  sale.]  If  the  vendors  have  no  title,  the  vendees  clearly  are  not  bound 
to  pay  the  money.  Undoubtedly,  if  the  one  party  agrees  to  pay  the 
money  at  a  particular  time,  without  any  stipulation  for  title,  he  must 
pay  the  money  at  the  day,  and  rely  on  his  doubtful  remedy  by  a  cross- 
action.  The  decision  of  Wilks  v.  Smith  is  expressly  put  by  the  court 
upon  that  ground.  Here,  the  language  of  the  agreement  is  as  plain  as 
it  can  be :  the  whole  of  the  agreement  is  to  be  null  and  void,  unless 
sanctioned  by  the  Court  of  Chancery.  And  the  obvious  meaning  of  the 
agreement,  is,  that  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  shall  be 
obtained  before  the  passing  of  the  bill. 

Graffs  in  reply.  A  purchaser  who  has  engaged  to  pay  money  on  a 
given  day,  is  bound  to  perform  his  promise,  *although  the  vendor  n^^pQ 
may  not  be  prepared  at  that  time  to  make  a  good  title.    If  the  '- 
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plamtiflb  had  no  title  to  convey,  the  defendants  would  not  be  worse  off 
than  if  the  agreement  had  contained  no  stipulation  for  the  obtaining  the 
sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  By  the  agreement, 
it  is  expressly  stipulated  that  the  money  shall  be  paid  before  the  railway 
is  commenced.  That  being  so,  if  the  defendants  are  to  pay  the  money 
before  a  title  is  made,  the  stipulation  to  that  effect  should  be  clear  and 
unambiguous.  In  Dicker  v.  Jackson,  possession  was  given.  Here,  there 
is  a  naJked  stipulation  for  the  payment  of  11,7002.,  not  simply  at  the 
hazard  of  the  title,  but  also  at  the  hazard  of  the  sanction  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  to  the  agreement,  being  obtained.]  There  is  no  hardship 
on  the  defendants :  for  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  would  lie 
agsdnst  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  back  the  money,  upon  a  failure  to  make  a 
title,  and  to  obtain  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery :  Wright  v. 
Colls,  antd,  p.  150.  Qwr.  adv.  vuU. 

WiLBB,  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  (Nov.  17),  said  it  had  occurred  to 
the  court  that  certain  questions,  which  had  not  been  fully  discussed  on 
the  former  occasion,  were  very  fit  to  be  considered :  and  he  proposed  a 
second  argument  upon  the  following  points : — 

^'  1.  Is  the  true  construction  of  the  agreement,  that  the  company  con- 
tracted to  pay  the  specified  amount  within  six  months  after  the  act  of 
parliament  should  have  passed,  provided  the  Court  of  Chancery  should 
within  that  time  have  affirmed  the  agreement, — and,  if  the  court  should 
not  have  affirmed  the  agreement  within  the  six  months^  then  to  pay  the 

*d7ni  ^™^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  expiration  of  the  six  months  as  the  '^'con- 
-'  firmation  of  the  court  should  be  obtained,  provided  such  confirm- 
ation shddd  be  obtained  within  a  reasonable  time  afterwards?"  or 

^^  2.  Is  the  true  construction  of  the  agreement,  that  the  company  con- 
tracted to  pay  the  amount  mentioned  within  six  months  after  the  act 
should  be  obtained,  provided  within  that  time  the  confirmation  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  should  be  obtained, — otherwise,  the  contract  to  be 
wholly  void  ?" 

Chrayy  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  true  meaning  of  the  agreement  is,  that 
the  plaintiffs  are  to  have  a  reasonable  time  for  obtaining  the  sanction  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  notwithstanding  the  previous  passing  of  the  bill. 
Some  proceeding  in  court  would  be  necessary,  in  order  to  obtain  the 
assent  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  the  agreement :  and  it  is  impossible 
to  define  precisely  the  time  those  proceedings  would  take.  There  is 
nothing  on  the  face  of  this  declaration,  to  show  the  lapse  of  time  between 
the  making  of  the  agreement  and  the  passing  of  the  bill.  In  Com.  Dig. 
I>efeasance  (A.),  it  is  said,  '^  A  defeasance  is  an  instrument  which  defeats 
the  force  or  operation  of  some  other  deed,  or  estate.  And  that  which  in 
the  same  deed  is  called  a  eanditiofiy  in  another  deed  is  a  defeasance '^  If, 
therefore,  the  stipulation  as  to  the  obtaining  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  had  been  contained  in  another  contract,  it  might  have  operated 
as  a  defeasance ;  here,  it  can  only  operate  as  a  condition.     [Maulb,  J. 
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Have  not  the  parties,  in  effect,  though  not  in  express  terms,  said  that  the 
whole  agreement  shall  be  void,  unless  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery shall  be  obtained  before  the  money  is  to  become  payable  ?]    It  is 
submitted  that  they  have  not.     [Wildb,  C.  J.    Their  act  of  parliament 
would  be  perfectly  useless  to  the  company,  unless  the  sanction  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  were  obtained.     That,  therefore,  makes  *it  ^^  .-- 
probable  that  the  parties  contemplated  that  the  sanction  should  ^ 
be  obtained  before  the  payment  of  the  money.]    It  might  be  of  such 
importance  to  the  company  to  obtain  immediate  possession  of  the  land, 
that  they  were  content  to  pay  the  money,  and  take  the  risk  of  the  trus- 
tees afterwards  failing  to  obtain  the  sanction  of  the  court.     If  such  sanc- 
tion were  not  obtained  within  a  reasonable  time,  the  agreement  would 
then  become  null  and  void,  and  the  defendants  might  recover  back  the 
money,  as  upon  a  failure  of  consideration.     It  is  a  clear  rule  of  law,  that 
where  no  time  is  expressly  stipulated  for  the  doing  of  an  act,  it  must  be 
done  within  a  reasonable  time.     Thus,  in  the  case  of  a  hand-bill  offering 
a  reward  for  ike  apprehension  and  conviction  of  a  criminal,  the  informa- 
tion which  is  to  entitle  a  party  to  the  reward,  must  be  given  within  a 
reasonable  time,  and  must  not  be  delayed  until  a  prosecution  is  fruitless. 
If  the  time  be  unreasonable,  it  lies  upon  the  defendant  to  show  it.     This 
is  hdd  down  in  Hotham  t;.  The  East  India  Company,  1  T.  R.  638. 
There,  a  covenant  in  a  charter-party,  ^'  that  no  claim  should  be  admitted, 
or  allowance  made,  for  short  tonnage,  unless  such  short  tonnage  should 
be  found  and  made  to  appear  on  the  ship's  arrival,  on  a  survey  to  be 
taken  by  four  shipwrights,  to  be  indifferently  chosen  by  both  parties," 
was  held  not  to  be  a  condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover 
for  short  tonnage ;  but  to  be  a  matter  of  defence,  to  be  taken  advantage 
of  by  the  defendants.    Ashhurbt,  J.,  there  says :  '^  There  «:e  no  pre- 
cise technical  words  required  in  a  deed  to  make  a  stipulation  a  condition 
precedent  or  subsequent:  neither  does  it  depend  on  the  circumstance 
whether  the  clause  is  placed  prior  or  posterior  in  the  deed,  so  that  it 
operates  as  a  proviso  or  covenant :  for,  the  same  words  have  been  con- 
strued *to  operate  as  either  the  one  or  the  other,  according  to  the  p^j^^^ 
nature  of  the  transaction.     The  right  of  action,  once  vested,  was  *- 
only  capable  of  being  divested  by  a  subsequent  mm-feasance^  viz.  by  not 
taking  the  proper  steps  to  procure  a  survey  after  the  arrival  of  the  ship 
in  the  river  Thames.     This,  therefore,  being  a  circumstance,  the  omission 
of  which  was  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action,  once  vested,  whether 
called  by  the  name  of  a  proviso  by  way  of  defeasance,  or  a  condition  sub- 
sequent, it  must  in  its  nature  be  a  matter  of  d^ence^  and  ought  to  be 
shown  by  the  defendants." 

OofffUnffy  contr&.  The  construction  suggested  by  the  second  question 
proposed  by  the  court,  is  the  correct  one,  with  an  exception  that  does  not 
apply  to  this  case,  viz.  the  obtaining  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery within  six  months.    The  9700{.  and  20002.  are  payable  the  moment 
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the  bill  passes :  the  six  months  are  given  as  mere  days  of  grace.  Pos- 
sibly the  parties  may  have  thought  that  similar  days  of  grace  were  allowed 
for  obtaining  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery :  if  they  did,  it  is 
safer  to  say,  quod  voluerunt  non  dixerunt.  It  appears,  upon  the  face  of 
the  declaration  and  the  plea,  that  such  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery was  not  obtained  until  after  the  lapse  of  six  months.  [Maule,  J. 
The  agreement,  by  the  terms  of  it,  was  to  be  null  and  void,  if  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  not  obtained  within  six  months  after 
the  passing  of  the  act.  To  make  it  so,  you  must  deprive  it  of  all  ope- 
ration :  and  yet  it  may  have  had  the  operation  of  compelling  the  com- 
pany to  pay  the  money  before  such  sanction  was  obtained.]  In  Thick- 
nesse  v.  The  Lancaster  Canal  Company,  4  M.  &  W.  472,  a  company  was 
empowered  by  an  act  of  parliament  to  make  a  canal  within  certain 
*i7fn  '™^*®>  without  specifying  any  time  within  which  it  was  to  be  ♦com- 

-1  pleted :  and  it  was  held  that  no  limitation  as  to  time  could  be 
assigned  to  the  powers  conferred,  by  an  intendment  that  they  were  to  be 
exercised  within  a  reasonable  timey  and  consequently  that  the  works  might 
be  resumed  at  any  period.  Time,  when  specified,  and  of  the  essence  of 
a  contract,  is  not  to  be  extended  to  a  reasonable  time :  Stowell  v.  Robin- 
son, 8  N.  C.  928,  5  Scott,  196.(a)  [Maulb,  J.  The  reasonable  time  is 
sought  to  be  applied  here,  upon  the  supposition  that  no  time  is  men- 
tioned, either  in  express  terms,  or  by  implication.]  The  question,  then, 
is,  whether  the  parties  have,  in  substance,  though  not  in  express  terms, 
said  that  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  to  be  obtained  within 
a  reasonable  time.  In  Worsley  v.  Wood,  6  T.  B.  710,  by  the  proposals 
of  the  Phoenix  Insurance  Company,  it  was  stipulated  that  "persons 
insured  shall  give  notice  of  the  loss  forthwith,  deliver  in  an  account,  and 
procure  a  certificate  of  the  minister,  churchwardens,  and  some  reputable 
householders  of  the  parish,  importing  that  they  knew  the  character,  &c., 
of  the  assured,  and  believed  that  he  really  had  sustained  the  loss,  and 
without  fraud :  and  it  was  held, — ^reversing  the  judgment  of  this  court,(A) 
— ^that  the  procuring  of  such  a  certificate  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
right  of  the  assiured  to  recover,  and  that  it  was  immaterial  that  the 
minister,  &c.,  wrongfully  refused  to  sign  the  certificate.  Lord  Kekton 
there  says :  "  If  there  be  a  condition  precedent  to  do  an  impossible  thing, 
the  obligation  becomes  single :  but,  however  improbable  the  thing  may 
be,  it  must  be  complied  with,  or  the  right  which  was  to  attach  on  its  being 
performed,  does  not  vest.  If  the  condition  be  that  A.  shall  enfeofi*  B., 
*±TA^  ^^^  ^'  ^^  ^'^  ^^  ^  power  to  perform  the  condition,  and  B.  *will 

J  not  receive  livery  of  seisin,  yet,  from  the  time  of  Lord  Coke  to 
the  present  moment,  it  has  not  been  doubted  but  that  the  right  which 
was  to  depend  en  the  performance  of  that  condition,  did  not  arise." 
[Wilde,  C.  J.     This  question  often  arises  upon  certificates  of  surveyors 

(a)  And  see  Duncan  v,  Topham,  unt^,  p.  225. 

(6)  Wood  V.  Wortley,  S  H.  Blac.  574;  3  Wentw.  Find.  887. 
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under  building  contracts.]  Morgan  v.  Birnie,  9  Bingh.  672,  8  M.  & 
Scotty  76,  was  a  case  of  that  sort.  There,  the  defendant  was  to  pay  for 
a  certain  building,  upon  receiving  an  architect's  certificate  that  the  work 
was  done  to  his  satisfaction.  The  architect  checked  the  builder's  charges, 
and  sent  them  to  the  defendant :  and  it  was  held  that  this  did  not  amount 
to  such  a  certificate  of  satisfaction  as  to  enable  the  builder  to  sue  the 
defendant,  although  the  defendant  had  not  objected  to  pay  on  the  ground 
that  no  su£Scient  certificate  had  been  rendered.  Whether  the  obtaining 
the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  a  condition  precedent  or  sub- 
sequent, depends  upon  the  language  of  the  instrument.  And  here,  the 
language  is  much  more  clear  to  show  that  a  condition  precedent  was  con- 
templated, than  it  was  in  Worsley  v.  Wood.  There  is  no  aYerment  that 
a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed ;  and  therefore,  even  if  the  argument  on 
the  other  side  be  correct,  the  declaration  would  be  clearly  bad :  Stavart 
V.  Eastwood,  11  M.  &  W.  197.  In  Hotham  v.  The  East  India  Company, 
the  making  a  claim  for  short  tonnage,  was  a  condition  subsequent,  and 
therefore  it  was  not  necessary  to  aver  performance  in  the  declaration. 

Grai/y  in  reply.  In  Worsley  r.  Wood,  the  certificate  was,  in  express 
terms,  required  to  be  obtained.  There  would  be  no  absurdity  in  holding 
that  the  company  were  bound  to  pay  the  money  before  the  sanction  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery  was  obtained.  It  might  have  *been  of  r-^^^r 
gi-eat  advantage  to  them  to  obtain  immediate  possession  of  the  '- 
land,  even  though  such  possession  should  have  been  but  temporary. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  declaration  in  this  case  states,  that,  by  an  agree- 
ment made  on  the  20th  of  February,  1847,  between  the  plaintifis  and 
the  defendants, — reciting,  that  a  bill  was  then  pending  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  intituled  ''The  Cheltenham,  Oxford,  and  Bugby  Junction 
Railway,''  that  the  railway  was  intended  to  pass  through  Sandy  well 
Park  and  other  hereditaments  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  which  were 
subject  to  certain  settlements  made  before  the  marriage  of  William  Law- 
rence, that  the  defendants  were  three  of  the  committee  of  management 
of  the  said  railway  company,  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  between  the 
parties,  that,  in  consideration  of  9700Z.  and  2000Z.  to  be  paid  to  the 
plaintifis  by  the  company,  and  also  in  consideration  of  the  stipulations 
thereinafter  mentioned,  the  said  railway  should  be  allowed  to  pass 
through  the  said  park  and  hereditaments, — the  defendants  agreed,  that, 
if  the  said  bill  should  pass  into  a  law  in  the  then  present  or  the  then 
next  session  of  parliament,  the  company  should,  within  six  calendar 
months  after  the  passing  of  the  bill,  and  before  commencing  the  said 
railway  on  any  part  of  the  said  park  and  hereditaments,  pay  to  the  plain- 
tiffs the  said  sums  of  9700Z.  and  2000Z. :  and,  after  setting  forth  certain 
other  stipulations  which  it  is  unnecessary  farther  to  advert  to,  it  was 
provided,  that  ''  the  whole  of  the  said  agreement  should  be  null  and  void, 
unless  sanctioned  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  a  cause  of  Lawrence  v. 
Porcher ;  and  that  so  much  of  that  agreement  as  the  court  should  require, 
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should  be  inserted  in  the  act :"  and  then  follow  certain  provisions  with 
regard  to  the  expenses  incnrred  in  that  cause,  and  the  expenses  of  the 
*±7Pi  *g^®®™®'^**  '^^^  declaration  then,  after  averring  mutual  "^promiseSy 
-i  ftc,  alleged  for  breach,  that,  although  the  plaintiffs  had  always 
been  ready  and  willing  to  permit  the  railway  to  pass  through  the  said 
park  and  hereditaments,  and  although  the  said  bill  did  in  the  then  pre-. 
sent  session  of  parliament  pass  into  a  law,  and  although  the  plaintiffs  did 
deliver  a  good  and  sufficient  abstract  of  their  title  to  the  said  land  and 
hereditaments  intended  to  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  the  said  intended 
railway,  and  were,  after  the  delivery  of  the  said  abstract,  and  within  six 
calendar  months  after  the  passing  of  the  said  bill,  ready  and  willing  to 
deduce,  and  did  deduce,  a  good  and  sufficient  title,  &c.,  and  were  ready 
to  convey  the  land,  and  although  the  said  agreement  was  duly  sanctioned 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  said  cause  of  Lawrence  v,  Porcher,  &;c., 
yet  the  company  did  not  pay  the  9700^  and  20007.,  or  any  part  thereof,  &o. 

In  answer  to  this  declaration,  the  defendants  have  pleaded,  that, 
although  true  it  was  that  the  said  agreement  was  sanctioned  by  the  said 
Court  of  Chancery  in  the  said  cause  of  Lawrence  v.  Porcher,  as  in  the 
declaration  alleged,  yet  that  the  said  agreement  was  not  so  sanctioned 
within,  nor  until  after  the  expiration  of,  six  calendar  months  after  the 
passing  of  the  said  bill  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned. 

To  that  plea  the  plaintiffs  have  demurred  specially:  and,  upon  the 
argument  before  us,  the  questions  which  were  mooted,  were, — whether 
the  obtaining  of  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  the  agreement, 
was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  an 
action  to  recover  the  two  sums  of  9700Z.  and  2000Z., — or,  if  a  condition 
precedent,  within  what  time,— or  whether  it  was  a  condition  subsequent. 

The  principles  which  govern  the  courts  in  construing  agreements  of 
this  sort,  are  well  known,  and  are  not  now  disputed.  The  question  is, 
taking  the  whole  instrument  together,  what  is  fairly  to  be  inferred  from 
^  its  language  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties, — whether 

-I  it  was,  that  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  should  be 
obtained  before  the  money  should  be  due  and  payable, — ^and  whether  or 
not  such  sanction  was  to  be  obtained  within  a  limited  time.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  true  construction  of  the  agreement  is,  that  the  obtaining  the 
sanction  of  the  court  was  a  condition  precedent,  and  that  such  sanction 
should  be  obtained  before  any  right  of  action  should  arise  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  at  least  within  six  months ;  and  therefore  that  the  defendants 
are  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  upon  this  demurrer. 

Looking  at  the  whole  of  the  agreement,  it  appears  that  the  vendors 
(the  plaintiffs)  are  trustees.  The  company  would  require  a  good  equi- 
table as  well  as  a  legal  title  to  the  land  that  was  to  be  conveyed  to  them. 
There  is  a  material  distinction  between  this  and  most  of  the  cases  where 
the  purchase^money  has  been  held  to  be  payable  before  the  title  is  shown 
or  the  conveyance  executed.    I  think  wherever  it  is  contended  that  the 
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tme  constmction  of  the  agreement  is  that  the  purchase-money  is  to  be 
paid  before  the  title  can  be  ascertained,  the  terms  of  the  instrument 
should  be  so  plain  and  express  as  to  leave  no  doubt  that  such  was  the 
intention  of  the  parties, — ^that  the  purchaser  contemplated  parting  vrith 
his  money  at  the  risk  of  being  able  to  recover  it  back  upon  the  vendor's 
failing  to  make  out  a  good  title.  Here,  the  agreement,  upon  the  face  of 
it,  shows  that  the  vendors  had  not  a  title  to  convey, — that  something  was 
necessary  to  enable  them  to  make  a  title,  viz.  the  sanction  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery.  When  a  party  enters  into  a  contract  of  purchase  with 
trustees,  with  notice  that  they  are  so,  he  buys  subject  to  all  the  trusts, 
and  may  be  deprived  in  equity  of  all  benefit  from  the*agreement.  This, 
therefore,  is  a  case  in  which  it  not  only  appears  upon  the  face  of  the 
agreement  that  '''the  vendors  have  no  title,  but  also  that  they  are  p^^^.^ 
about  to  proceed  to  acquire  a  title ;  and  that,  whether  they  will  '- 
ultimately  have  a  title  to  convey  or  not,  depends  upon  the  discretion  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery, — a  discretion  which  will  be  governed  by  circum- 
stances which  may  be  wholly  beyond  the  power  or  control  of  the  parties 
or  either  of  them.  Looking  at  the  object  of  the  purchasers, — who  repre- 
sent a  railway  company, — ^it  is  impossible  to  shut  one's  eyes  to  the  incon- 
veniences attending  the  construction  which  has  been  Contended  for  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiflfs.  The  failure  to  obtain  a  good  title  to  the  nineteen 
acres  which  are  the  subject  of  this  agreement,  might  be  destructive  of 
the  whole  undertaking.  The  company  could  not  venture  to  work  upon 
this  part  of  the  line  :  neither  could  they,  in  this  state  of  uncertainty  as 
to  their  being  able  to  obtain  a  conveyance  of  the  nineteen  acres  in  ques- 
tion, with  any  advantage  proceed  with  the  construction  of  any  other  part 
of  the  railway.  The  parties  agree,  that,  in  order  to  carry  into  effect 
their  contract,  it  is  necessary  to  have  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery :  and  they  expressly  provide  that  the  whole  agreement  shall  be  null 
and  void  unless  such  sanction  is  obtained, — ^using  terms  as  strong  as 
could  be  used,  to  show  the  object  they  had  in  view.  Then,  the  11,7002. 
is  stipulated  to  be  paid  within  six  months  after  the  passing  of  the  bill ; 
and  it  is  further  stipulated  that  so  much  of  the  agreement  as  the  Court 
of  Chancery  should  require,  should  be  inserted  in  the  act  This  latter 
stipulation  could  not  be  complied  with  if  the  bill  passed  before  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  court  could  be  obtained.  It  is  plain  that  the  parties  contem- 
plate no  longer  a  period  for  the  payment  of  the  money,  than  six  months 
after  the  passing  of  the  act.  That  being  so,  at  what  time  is  it  reason- 
able to  suppose  they  contemplated  that  it  should  be  ascertained  whether 
it  was  a  bargain  or  not  ?  At  all  events,  before  the  money  was  r^AtjQ 
*p2ii ;  and  that  is,  as  I  have  before  observed,  within  six  months  ^ 
after  the  passing  of  the  bill.  I  cannot  imagine  any  inducement  on  the 
part  of  the  purchasers  to  pay  the  money  before  the  sanction  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  should  be  obtained.  It  is  suggested  that  it  might  have  been 
important  for  the  company  to  do  something  upon  the  agreement,  before 
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such  sanction  was  obtained :  bat  I  can  see  no  advantage  they  could  pos- 
sibly acquire  under  the  agreement  before  the  vendors  were  in  a  situation 
to  convey  the  land ;  and  the  terms  are  express,  that  the  purchasers  should 
have  no  right  under  the  agreement,  unless  it  was  sanctioned  by  the  Court 
of  Chancery.  I  therefore  think  the  fifth  plea  sets  up  a  good  matter  of 
bar, — ^the  non-performance  of  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  sue  for  the  money ;  and  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
judgment  upon  this  demurrer. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
judgment  on  the  demurrer  to  the  fifth  plea.  The  true  construction  of  the 
agreement  declare*d  upon,  regard  being  had  to  the  subject-matter,  and  to 
the  relative  position  of  the  respective  parties, — ^the  plaintiffs  being  trus- 
tees under  a  marriage-settlement,  and  the  defendants  representing  a  pro- 
jected railway  company, — appears  to  me  to  be  this : — The  parties  are 
aware,  that,  although  they  have  agreed  as  to  the  terms  on  which  the  land 
is  to  be  sold,  it  may  be  that  the  contract  is  one  which  they  will  be  unable 
to  complete.  They  therefore  contract,  as  it  were  de  bene  ease,  for  the 
payment  of  the  purchase-money  on  the  one  side,  and  the  conveyance  of 
the  land  on  the  other  side,  in  the  event  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  lending 
its  sanction  to  the  agreement, — both  parties  being  well  aware  that  they 
cannot  otherwise  carry  into  effect  the  objects  they  have  in  view.  What 
*/iQm  *^®y  ^^y^  ^^'  ^^  substance,  *thi8,— »"  If  the  sanction  of  the  Court 
-'  of  Chancery  to  the  present  agreement  is  not  obtained,  no  part  of 
it  shall  bind  us.''  If  they  had  said  so  in  terms,  there  could  have  been  no 
doubt  at  all  about  it.  Looking  at  the  whole  of  the  agreement,  and  the 
surrounding  circumstances,  as  disclosed  on  the  face  of  the  declaration,  it 
appears  as  clearly  to  my  mind  that  such  was  the  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties, as  if  they  had  said  it  in  the  most  plain  and  direct  terms.  It  has  been 
suggested  by  Mr.  G-ray  that  the  company  might  be  content  to  pay  the 
money  at  once,  in  consideration  of  obtaining  immediate  possession  of  the 
land,  even  though  they  might  ultimately  fail  to  obtain  a  title.  I  cannot 
conceive  that  that  could  have  been  the  contemplation  of  the  parties :  but  I 
think  the  true  construction  of  the  agreement  is,  as  I  have  already  stated, 
that,  until  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  obtained,  neither 
'  party  shall  have  any  right  to  enforce  its  provisions  against  the  other.  If 
we  were  to  hold  the  plaintiffs  to  be  in  a  condition  to  call  upon  the  company 
to  pay  the  11,700Z., — the  six  months  after  the  passing  of  the  bill  having 
elapsed, — before  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  the  sale  of  the 
land  had  been  obtained,  it  might  turn  out,  after  judgment  recovered,  and 
execution  executed,  that  that  had  taken  place  upon  the  happening  of 
which  the  parties  had  expressly  agreed  that  the  contract  should  have  no 
operation  at  all.  That  would  be  to  decide,  that,  in  an  event  in  which 
the  parties  have  provided  that  the  agreement  shall  be  nudum  pactumj  it 
shall  be  operative  in  a  most  important  particular,  and  to  the  entire  extent 
of  what  is  provided  to  be  done  on  one  side,  viz.  the  payment  of  a  large 
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ram  of  money.  It  is  true  that  there  are  cases  where  a  stipulation  that  a 
contract  shall,  in  «  given  event,  be  altogether  null  and  void,  means,  not 
that  it  shall  be  wholly  ntill  and  void,  but  only  that  it  shall  be  null  and 
void  from  the  time  of  *the  happening  of  the  event  contemplated :  p^^r.^ 
as,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  a  lease,  where  there  is  a  proviso  '- 
that  it  shall  be  null  and  void  in  case  of  any  breach  of  covenant ;  the  lease 
there  cannot  be  whoUy  null  and  void ;  it  must  operate  as  a  valid  lease, 
creating  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  between  the  parties,  until 
the  happening  of  the  event  which  is  to  make  it  void.  In  that  case,  the 
real  meaning  of  the  expression  is,  that,  upon  the  happening  of  the  con- 
tingency provided  for,  the  term  shall  cease  and  determine.  That  is 
putting  a  construction  upon  words  contrary  to  their  natural  and  ordinary 
meaning,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  manifest  intention  of  the  parties. 
Here,  no  difEculty  of  that  sort  presents  itself.  The  clear  and  unambi- 
guous intention  of  the  parties  was,  that  neither  should  be  bound  by  the 
contract,  unless  it  should  receive  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
The  whole  substance  of  the  contract  on  the  one  side,  is,  the  payment  of 
the  money :  and,  in  the  event  of  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
not  being  obtained,  there  is  no  kind  of  consideration  on  the  other  side. 
I  think,  therefore,  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  this  is  an  agreement  which 
was  to  take  effect  only  upon  the  happening  of  an  event  which  has  not 
happened;  and  therefore  that  the  declaration  discloses  no  cause  of 
action. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  contract  provides 
that  all  shall  go  for  nothing,  unless  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
is  obtained :  but  it  is  altogether  silent  as  to  the  time  at  which  such  sanc- 
tion is  to  be  obtained.  It  is  obvious  that  there  must  be  some  limit ;  and 
the  question  is  what  that  limit  is  to  be  implied  to  be.  For  the  purpose 
of  the  present  case,  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  enough  to  say  that  it  cannot 
exceed  the  time  within  which  the  defendants  might,  by  the  terms  of  the 
agreement,  be  called  upon  by  the  plaintiffs  ♦to  pay  the  money,  p^^j^o 
viz.  six  months  after  the  passing  of  the  bill.  The  event  contem-  ^ 
plated  by  the  parties  not  having  taken  place,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
agreement  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  an  action,  and  consequently 
that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  defendants. 

Talfourd,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
whole  consideration  for  the  payment  of  the  large  sum  of  money  which 
the  plaintiffs  seek  to  recover  in  this  action,  is  nothing  of  value,  unless 
the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  should  have  been  obtained.  That 
was  perfectly  well  known  to  both  parties  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the 
agreement.  When,  therefore,  the  six  months  from  the  time  of  the  pass- 
ing of  the  act  had  passed  by  without  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  being  obtained,  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  demand  the  11,700Z.  was 
gone.  The  parties  must  necessarily  have  intended  that  the  sanction  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery  should  be  obtained  within  the  period  stipulated 

2C 
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for  the  payment  of  the  money^  inasmuch  as,  without  it,  there  would  be 
a  total  faUure  of  consideration.  We  are,  therefore,  justified  in  reading 
the  agreement  as  if  those  words  had  been  actually  introduced  into  it :  and| 
so  reading  the  agreement,  no  right  of  action  has  arisen  upon  it. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


*483]  *GIBBONS  v.  VOUILLON.    JVbi;.  16. 

A.»  a  tittder,  entered  into  an  arrangement^  by  deed,  with  his  creditors,  by  whioh  it  was  agreed 
that  he  shoald  have  a  letter  of  license  for  five  years,  daring  which  period  he  should  cany  on 
the  trade  under  the  inspection  of  certain  persons  therein  named;  and  it  was  provided,  that,  if 
any  creditor  should,  daring  the  continuance  of  the  license,  mole$t  or  inter/ere  wtk  A.,  contrary 
to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  indenture,  A.  should  thcAoeforth  be  relieved,  exonerated, 
acquitted,  and  discharged  of  and  from  all  debts  and  demands  of  the  creditor  by  whom  the 
letter  of  license  should  be  so  contravened,  and  that  the  taid  indenture  ehould  or  might  be  pleaded 
t A  bar  to  ttfcA  reepeetive  debit  or  denumde  aeeordtngly  .*— 

Held,  that  the  bringing  of  an  action  by  a  creditor,  party  to  the  deed,  within  iht  five  years,  was 
a  "  molestation  or  intorferenoe**  with  A.,  within  the  meaning  of  the  proviso ;  and  that  the  in- 
denture operatcdasfTctSlhMa^ce,  and  was  pleadable  in  bar  as  such. 

Debt,  for  interest,  and  for  money  due  upon  an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  that,  after  the  contracting  of  the  said  debts, 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  17th  of  May, 
1843,  by  indenture  then  made  between  the  defendant  of  the  first  part, 
A.  B.,  C.  D.,  and  E.  F.,  of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiff  and  divers 
other  persons,  therein  described  as  creditors  of  the  defendant,  of  the 
third  part, — reciting,  that  the  defendant  had  for  some  time  past  carried 
on  the  business  of  a  silk-mercer ;  that  the  several  debts  due  unto  the 
parties  thereto  of  the  second  and  third  parts,  which  were  set  opposite  to 
their  respective  names,  had  accrued  due ;  that  the  defendant  was  unable 
immediately  to  satisfy  the  said  debts;  and  that  it^as  considered,  that, 
with  a  view  to  the  gradual  realization  of  his  effects,  it  would  be  more 
advantageous  to  all  parties  interested,  that  the  defendant  should,  for  the 
period  of  five  years,  be  permitted  to  carry  on  the  said  business  under  the 
inspection  of  the  said  A.  B.,  C.  D.,  and  E.  F., — it  was  agreed  that  the 
business  which  had  been  so  carried  on  by  the  defendant  should  thenceforth 
be  carried  on  under  the  superintendence  of  inspectors  on  behalf  of  the 
*4«dl  ^^^^  creditors,  for  the  term  of  five  years  from  the  day  of  the  *date 
-I  of  the  said  indenture,  or  until  the  inspectors  should  deem  it  expe* 
dient  to  wind  up  the  said  business  under  the  provision  in  such  behalf 
thereinafter  contained,  or  until  the  letter  of  license  thereinafter  granted, 
should  be  revoked :  That,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  recited  agreement, 
the  said  several  persons  parties  thereto  of  the  second  and  third  parts, 
did,  by  the  said  indenture,  give  and  grant  unto  the  said  defendant,  until 
the  17th  of  May,  1848,  or  until  the  license  by  the  said  indenture  granted 
should  have  been  determined  under  the  provisions  thereinafter  contained, 
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full  and  free  license  and  authority  to  pass  and  repass  to  and  from,  and 
reside  in,  any  place  where  the  nature  of  the  business  might  require,  and 
to  carry  on  the  said  business,  and  to  collect  and  dispose  of  the  estate  and 
effects  of  the  defendant  under  the  superintendence  of  the  inspectors 
for  the  time  being ;  and,  fitrther,  that,  if  any  of  the  said  persons  parties 
thereto  of  the  second  and  third  parts,  or  the  co-partners,  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns  of  any  of  them,  should,  at  any  time  thereafter 
during  the  continuance  of  the  license  thereby  granted,  molest  or  inter- 
fere with  the  defendant^  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
said  indenture^  then  and  in  that  case,  and  thenceforth,  the  defendant, 
and  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  be  relieved, 
exonerated,  acquitted,  and  for  ever  discharged  of  and  from  all  debts  and 
demands  whatsoever  which  were  then  due  unto,  or  then  could  be  made 
by,  the  creditor  or  creditors  respectively  by  whom  the  said  letter  of  license 
thereinbefore  contained,  should  in  any  such  respect  be  contravened,  and 
of  and  from  all  manner  of  actions,  suits,  damages,  costs,  charges,  expenses, 
and  claims,  by  reason,  on  account,  or  in  consequence  of  the  same  debts 
or  demands  respectively,  and  that  the  said  indenture  should  or  might  be 
pleaded  in  bar  to  such  respective  debts  or  demands  accordingly, — as  by 
the  *said  indenture  would  appear:  That,  after  the  contracting  of  r-^^r^^ 
the  said  debts,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  ^ 
on,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  signed,  sealed,  and  as  his  act  and  deed  delivered  the 
said  indenture  to  the  defendant  as,  and  then  became  and  was,  a  party 
thereto  of  the  third  part ;  and,  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  so  executing 
and  delivering,  and  becoming  a  party  to,  the  said  indenture,  the  plaintiff 
was  a  creditor  of  the  defendant  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  debt  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  and  not  otherwise ;  and  the  plaintiff  so  executed 
and  delivered,  and  became  a  party  to,  the  said  indenture,  as  a  creditor 
for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  debt,  and  for  and  in  respect  of  the  causes 
of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  not  otherwise, — profert  of  the 
indenture :  Averment,  that  the  said  term  of  five  years  in  the  said  inden- 
ture mentioned,  had  not  expired  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  and  that  the  defendant  had  performed  all  things  in  the  said  indenture 
contained  on  his  part  to  be  performed ;  and  that,  after  the  making  of  the 
said  indenture,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  license  thereby  granted, 
and  whilst  the  debts  in  the  declaration  mentioned  were  due  to  the  plain- 
tiff, to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  did  molest  and  interfere  with  the  defend- 
anty  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture^  hy 
then  instituting  and  commencing  this  suit  against  the  defendant^  and,  by 
means  of  the  premises,  then  released,  exonerated,  acquitted,  and  for  ever 
discharged  the  defendant  of  and  from  the  debt,  damages,  and  causes  of 
action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  of  and  from  all  actions,  suits, 
damages,  costs,  charges,  expenses,  and  claims,  by  reason,  on  account,  or 
in  consequence  of  the  said  debt,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  said  indenture, — ^verification. 
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General  demarrer,  and  joinder. 
*i.ft«T  *  Willes^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.(a)  1.  The  suing  out  of  a 
^  writ  within  the  stipulated  period,  is  not  a  molestation  within  the 
terms  of  the  ooyenant.  The  plea,  therefore,  is  bad.  The  averment  thai 
the  plaintiff '' did  molest  and  interfere  with  the  defendant,  contrary  to 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  indenture,  by  instituting  and  com* 
mencing  this  suit  against  the  defendant/'  would  be  proved  by  showing 
that  a  writ  was  issued,  and  nothing  more :  Harris  v.  Mantle,  8  T.  B. 
807.  The  plea  should  have  gone  on  to  allege  in  what  manner  the 
defendant  was  molested  or  interfered  with.  The  writ  may  have  been 
issued  merely  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  statute  of  limitations ;  or,  a 
nolle  prosequi  may  have  been  entered.  [Maulb,  J.  Must  we  not 
assume  that  the  suit  was  commenced  for  the  purpose  of  molesting  and 
interfering  with  the  defendant  ?  An  action  is  usually  brought  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  judgment  and  execution.] 

^  ^^-       2.  The  molestation  and  interference  set  up  by  the  *plea,  being 
-I  the  suing  out  a  writ,  the  defence,  if  it  be  one,  arose  after  action 
brought,  and  therefore  should  have  been  pleaded  to  the  further  maifUe- 
nance  of  the  action, 

3.  The  proviso  in  question  being  contrary  to  a  rule  of  law,  it  cannot 
operate  as  a  release.  Assuming, — as,  indeed,  was  expressly  held  in 
Ford  V*  Beech,  11  Q.  B.  852,  in  error, — that  a  covenant  not  to  sue  for 
a  given  time,  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar ;  the  question  here  will  be,  whe- 
ther, the  general  intention  of  the  parties  being  to  keep  alive  the  debt, 
any  form  of  words,  the  practical  effect  of  which  will  be  to  prevent  the 
creditor  from  suing  within  the  time,  can  be  regarded.  The  foundation 
of  the  decision  in  Ford  v.  Beech  was  this,  that  if  the  deed  barred  or  sus- 
pended the  creditor's  remedy  for  any  period,  however  short,  the  effect 
would  bo  a  total  release  of  the  debt ;  and  therefore  the  court  construed 
the  agreement  as  giving  the  defendant  merely  a  right  of  action  for  breach 
thereof  if  the  plaintiff  sued  while  the  payments  were  continued.  [Maulb, 
J.  Is  there  anything  to  prevent  a  release  from  being  made  to  operate 
in  futuroy  if  the  parties  so  intended  ?  If  that  may  be  done,  can  more 
correct  words  be  framed  for  the  purpose  than  those  here  used  ?]   It  may 

(a)  The  points  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  were  ag  folluvrs : — "  That  it  if 
not  shown,  except  by  way  of  inference,  that  the  bringing  of  an  action  by  the  phiintiff  against  the 
defendant,  is  a  molesting  or  interference,  within  the  provisions  of  the  covenant;  that  the  molest* 
ing  against  which  the  covenant  provides,' mast  mean  snch  molesting  as  would  prevent  the  defend- 
ant from  doing  that  which  the  plaintiff  by  the  deed  licenses  the  defendant  to  do;  that  the  plea 
does  not  show  with  certainty  how  the  bringing  of  the  action  so  molested  the  defendant ;  that,  if 
the  bringing  of  the  action  is  a  molesting  within  the  covenant,  then  the  covcnftat  (as,  by  the  deed, 
a  debt  is  declared  to  bo  doe  to  the  plaintiff,  while,  by  the  covenant,  the  recovery  of  the  debt  is 
declared  to  be  suspended  for  five  years)  amounts  to  a  covenant  not  to  sue  during  that  period, 
which  cannot  be  the  cose,  as  the  deed  is  clearly  intended  to  provide  means  for  the  satisfaction  of 
the  debt,  which  it  clearly  would  not  do,  if  it  suspended  the  debt,  and  thereby  caused  a  release  hy 
operation  of  law  ;  and  that  the  covenant,  supposing  it  to  amount  to  a  covenant  not  to  sue  for  the 
debt  for  five  years,  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar,  but,  if  available  to  the  defendant,  is  availnble  only 
in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  the  eoTenaDt" 
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be  that  this  is  good  as  a  defeasance.  [Mauls,  J.  If  it  destroys  the 
debt,  it  is  a  good  answer  to  the  action,  by  whatever  name  it  may  be  called. 
y.  Williams,  J.  Is  there  any  difference  between  a  defeasance  and  a 
condition,  except  that  the  one  is  in  the  same,  and  the  other  in  a  different 
instrument  ?(a)  Wilde,  C.  J.  A  covenant  not  to  sue  does  not  operate 
as  a  release.  But  hero  you  have  agreed,  that,  if  you  do  sue,  a  release 
shall  come  '''into  operation. .  The  mere  addition  of  something  as  a  t-h^aqo 
consequence,  does  not  alter  the  legal  operation  of  the  instrument.]  ^ 
The  effect  of  this  deed,  if  it  operates  at  all  as  a  release,  is,  to  make  it 
operate  as  an  immediate  release.  [Maulb,  J.  May  there  not  be  an 
effective  stipulation  to  put  an  end  to  a  debt  ?]  That  would  be  a  defea- 
sance :  and  it  is  not  so  pleaded.  Either  this  must  be  taken  to  be  an 
immediate  discharge  of  the  debt,  or  the  court  must  say  that  the  parties 
have  attempted  to  do  what  cannot  be  done,  viz.  to  suspend  the' debt  for 
five  years,  and  then  revive  it.  [Maulb,  J.  You  are  seeking  to  enforce 
a  construction  of  the  deed  which  is  manifestly  contrary  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties.  Is  there  any  inconsistency  in  an  agreement  to  suspend  a 
present  debt  for  a  given  period  ?  Wilde,  C.  J.,  referred  to  Kearslake 
V.  Morgan,  5  T.  K.  513,  and  Stracey  v.  The  Bank  of  England,  6  Bingh. 
754,  4  M.  &  P.  689.]  The  case  of  a  negotiable  security  is  an  excep- 
tional case :  James  v.  Williams,  18  M.  &  W.  828,  833.  It  would  be 
unjust  to  the  debtor  to  allow  his  creditor  to  sue  him  whilst  the  bill  was 
outstanding.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Suppose  the  bill  is  not  negotiable  ?]  In 
that  case,  it  clearly  operates  no  suspension.  [Maule,  J.  If  the  thing 
which  the  parties  agree  to  do  here,  may  be  done  for  one  consideration, 
why  may  it  not  for  another?]  The  principle  -  upon  which  the  cases  pro- 
ceed, is  referable  to  the  law-merchant.  [Maulb,  J.  The  case  of  a  bill 
of  exchange  is  complicated  with  some  difiSculties.  But,  is  there  anything 
unlawful  in  giving  an  extended  credit  for  five  years  ?]  It  is  adding  a 
new  incident  to  a  chose  in  action.  A  creditor  cannot  bind  himself  not 
to  sue  for  a  debt  for  a  limited  period,  except  by  taking  a  negotiable  secu- 
rity. In  Stracey  r.  The  Bank  of'  England  there  was  no  suspension  of 
the  right  of  action.  When  once  a  right  of  action  has  accrued,  there  is 
no  mode  by  *which  the  creditor's  right  can  be  got  rid  of,  but  r^^gg, 
accord  and  satisfaction,  and  release.  [V.  Williams,  J.  Is  it 
inconsistent  with  the  character  of  a  chose  in  action,  that,  on  the  happen- 
ing of  a  given  event  five  years  hence,  the  debt  shall  be  discharged  ?]  In 
that  case,  there  would  be  no  suspension  of  the  debt  until  the  happening 
of  the  event  contemplated.  [V.  Williams,  J.  A  legacy  is  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  chose  in  action.     Suppose  a  legacy,  with  a  condition  that  it 

,  (a)  In  T.  21,  H.  7,  fo.  24,  pi.  16,  Fikkux,  C.  J.,  points  out  the  different  operation  of  a  condition 
and  a  defeasance,  vis.  that  a  condition  which  is  repugnant  to  the  obligation  to  which  it  is  annexed, 
is  merely  void,  and  the  obligation  stands ;  but  that,  where  there  is  a  defeasanoe  which  is  repug- 
aani  to  an  anteoodent  obligation,  the  defeasance  stands,  and  the  obligaAum  Is  arolded.     . 
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should  be  void  if  the  legatee  filed  a  bill  for  it, — ^would  that  be  bad?] 
PosBibly  not.  [V.  Williams,  J.  In  Oooke  v.  Turner,  15  M.  &  W.  727, 
mch  a  condition  in  a  devise  of  real  estate,  was  held  to  be  valid.]  A 
proq>ective  right  of  action  may  be  waived ;  as  in  King  v.  Gillett,  7  M. 
k  W.  55,  where,  to  a  declaration  in  assumpsit  founded  on  mutual  pro^ 
mises  to  marry  within  a  reasonable  time,  it  was  held  to  be  a  good  plea, 
that,  after  the  promise,  and  before  any  breach  thereof,  the  plaintiiF 
absolved,  exonerated,  and  discharged  the  defendant  from  his  promise, 
and  the  performance  thereof.  Stracey  v.  The  Bank  of  England  is 
expressly  overruled  by  Ford  v.  Beech.  {Wildb,  G.  J.  It  was  not  so 
intended :  I  wrote  the  judgment  in  Ford  v.  Beech ;  and  I  remember  I 
had  a  very  long  discussion  with  one  of  my  learned  brothers  upon  it.] 
The  plaintiff  there  clearly  could  have  had  no  right  of  action  until  he  called 
for  a  transfer  of  the  stock.  In  Thimbleby  v.  Barron,  3  M.  &  W.  210,  it 
was  held  that  a  covenant  not  to  sue  upon  a  simple  contract  debt  for  a 
limited  time,  is  not  pleadable  in  bar  of  an  action  for  such  debt, — the 
learned  counsel  who  there  sought  to  uphold  the  plea,  being  told  by  the 
court  that  the  books  were  full  of  authorities  against  him.  [Talfourd, 
J.  The  court  of  error,  in  Ford  v.  Beech,  seem  expressly  to  contemplate 
this  case.     Parks,  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment,  says  (11  Q.  B.  872) : 

♦4901  "  ^"  ^  ^"*  ^^^'  *®^^'  *^*'  Hxtinffuiskment  (L),  pi.  2,(a)  it  is 
•^  said  that,  ^  if  the  obligee  grants  to  the  obligor  that  he  shall  not 
be  sued  or  vexed  upon  the  said  obligation  before  such  a  day,  and, 
if  he  isi  then  that  he  shall  {dead  the  said  grant  as  an  acquittance, 
and  thai  the  obligation  shall  be  void  and  of  none  effect,  this  is  a 
suspension  of  the  debt,  and  by  consequence  a  release.'  It  must  be 
observed,  that,  in  that  case,  it  was  expressly  covenanted,  that,  in  the  event 
of  the  covenantor  suing  upon  the  obligation,  contrary  to  his  covenant,  the 
oUigation  should  bo  void,  and  that  the  obligor  or  covenantor  should  plead 
the  covenant  aa  an  acquittance,  which,  by  consequence,  was  a  release :  the 
covenant  in  that  case,  therefore,  went  much  beyond  a  mere  covenant  not 
to  sue.'']  On  referring  to  the  passages  in  the  Year  Books  upon  which 
RoUe  founds  himself,(i)  it  will  be  found. that  the  debt  there  is  held  to  be 
gone  at  once.(c)  [Talfourd,  J.  Ayloffe  t^.  Scrimpshire,  Carth.  63,(<2) 
is  an  authority  against  you.]  That  case  presents  different  aspects, 
according  to  the  book  in  which  it  is  reported.  In  the  reports  in  Holt 
and  in  Shower,  the  deed  is  stated  to  have  had  the  very  same  provision  that 
is  found  here.  [V.  Williams,  J.  Shower  states  as  the  principal  case, 
what  Comberboch  states  as  an  illustration.]     In  Garthew  it  is  somewhat 

.(a)  Tnaslated,  11  Vin.  Abr.  4CI. 

(6)  T.  21 IL  7,  fo.  23,  pi.  15,  in  B.  H.  :  and  soe  post,  494  (a). 

(e)  The  obligation  was  held,  by  Fmsvx,  C.  J.,  and  Tkbyailk,  J.,  the  onlj  jadgee  meotioBed, 
''to  be  ftToided  by  the  defoafianoe,  upon  the  happening  of  the  event  eoniemplatcd  by  the  def^ae> 
aBoe,  namely,  the  patting  of  the  obligation  in  sait  before  the  feoet  of  8t  MichaeL 

(d)  Alao  reported  as  AyliiT  v.  Sorimsheire,  1  Show.  46,  Anon.  Ooaab.  123,  Ayleff  «. 
2  Balk.  673,  Aytiff  r.  Sciimshire,  Rep.  temp.  Holt,  619,  3  0aBT.  Abr.  4^7. 
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dlfierently  rep^orted :  and  the  note  at  tke  end  of  the  ease, — upon  which, 
BO  doabt,  reliance  will  be  placed  on  the*  other  Bide,*-^i8  evidentljr  a  mis- 
take. [WiLDS^  C.  J.  Garthew  professes  to  be  setting  oat  ike  terms  of 
the  covenant ;  which  the  other  reporters  do  not.  Mauls^  J.  Littleton, 
*§467,  and  the  commentary  thereon,(a)  show  that  a  man  may  p^j^q^ 
release  upon  condition ;  though  not  for  a  limited  period.]  Little-  ^ 
ton  and  Coke  are  there  treating  of  rights  other  than  rights  of  action.  In. 
Oarivil  v.  Edwards,  1  Show.  880,  S.  C.  (per  nom.  Carrell  v.  Edwards) 
Garth.  210,  Kep.  temp.  Holt,  546,  it  was  held,  that,  to  debt  on  bond,  by 
an  executor,  the  defendant  cannot  plead  in  bar^  that  the  >  testator  and 
other  creditors  of  the  defendant  entered  into  a  letter  of  license  with  him, 
in  which  they  covenanted  and  agreed  not  to  sue  him  within  such  a  time, 
on  pain  of  forfeiture ;  for,  it  does  not  amount  to  a  release  of  their  debts. 

Hugh  HUlj  contr£l.(&)  1.  It  is  said  that  the  suing  out  a  writ  within 
the  five  years,  is  not  a  molestation  within  the  meaning  of  the  covenant 
set  out  in  the  plea.  This  is,  it  is  to  be  observed,  a  deed  not  entered  into 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  only;  but  a  deed  to  which 
several  other  persons,  creditors  of  the  defendant,  are  parties,  and  exe- 
cuted by  each  creditor  upon  the  faith  of  all  the  others  being  assenting 
parties,  and  bound  thereby.  The  object  and  intention  of  the  deed  plainly 
appear  from  the  recitalj-^-that  the  defendant  was  unable  immediately  to 
satisfy  his  debts,  and  that  it  was  considered,  that,  with  a  view  to  the 
gradual  realization  of  his  effects,  it  would  be  more  advantageous  to  all 
parties  interested,  that  the  defendant  should,  for  the  period  of  five  years, 
be  permitted  to  carry  on  his  business  under  the  inspection  of  certain 
persons  therein  named :  and,  accordingly,  it  was  agreed  that  the  defend- 
ant should  have  a  letter  of  license  for  that  period ;  and  then  comes  the 
proviso,  that,  if  any  of  the  creditors  should,  at  any  time  thereafter 
during  the  continuance  of  '^'the  license  thereby  granted,  molest  or  p^^qo 
interfere  with  the  defendant^  etmtrary  to  the  true  intent  and  mean-  ^ 
ing  of  the  said  indenture^  then,  and  in  that  case,  and  thenceforth,  the 
defendant,  his  heirs,  &c.,  should  be  relieved,  exonerated,  acquitted,  and 
for  ever  discharged,  of  and  from  all  debts  and  demands  whatsoever 
which  were  then  due  unto,  or  then  could  be  made  by,  the  creditor  or 
creditors  respectively  by  whom  the  said  letter  of  license  thereinbefore 
contained,  should  in  any  such  respect  be  contravened,  &c.  It  is  difficult 
to  conceive  what  that  means,  unless  it  means  a  molestation  or  inter- 
ference by  bringing  an  action. 

2.  ^Witb  respect  to  the  form  of  the  plea,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  there 
is  no  special  demurrer  on  the  ground  that  the  commencement  is  impro- 
per :  and,  if  there  were  anything  in  the  objection,  it  is  answered  by  the 

(a)  Co.  Litt  274  a,  274  b. 

(&)  The  points  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  were  as  felloirg  r— "  That 
the  covenant  set  forth  in  the  plea  is  a  good  defenoe  to  the  action  ;  for,  4>n  the  moleatalioii  taking 
place,  the  covenant  l>ocame  absolnte,  and  operated  as  a  release ;  and  that  the  bringiAg  of  this 
aotion  is  a  molestation  within  the  meaning  of  (he  (erms  of  the  .MTanflnf! 
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case  of  Le  Bret  v.  Papillon,  4  East,  502.  There,  one  who  was  an  alim 
amy  at  the  time  of  the  action  brought,  became  an  alien  enemtf  before 
plea  pleaded :  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  plaintiff  onght  not  to  have 
CT  maintain  his  action,  becanse  he  was,  before  and  at  the  time  of  exhi- 
biting hie  bitty  and  now  if,  an  alien  enemy,  &o.,  conclnding  that  therefore 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  barred  from  having  or  maintaining  hie  action^ 
&c. :  to  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that,  at  the  time  of  exhibiting  hie 
billy  he  was  an  alien  amy,  wherefore  he  prayed  judgment  and  hie 
damagee :  it  was  held,  on  demnrrer,  that  the  plea  was  ill  pleaded :  bnt 
yet,  as  the  court  were  ex  officio  bound  to  give  such  judgment  as  appeared 
upon  the  whole  record  to  be  proper,  without  regard  to  the  issues  found 
or  confessed,  or  to  any  imperfection  in  the  prayer  of  judgment  on  either 
side ;  and,  as  it  appeared  upon  the  whole  that  the  plaintiff  was  now  an 
alien  enemy,  and  therefore  incapable  of  maintaining  further  his  suit, 
judgment  was  given  that  he  be  barred  from  further  having  or  maintain' 
ing  hie  action. 

*8.  It  is  then  said  that  the  covenant  in  question  is  not  plead- 
able in  bar  to  an  action  for  one  of  the  debts  mentioned  in  the 
deed ;  but,  at  most,  only  gives  ground  for  a  cross-action,  or  for  a  bill  in 
equity.  The  bringing  of  this  action  is  not  merely  a  violation  of  the 
covenant  which  the  plaintiff  has  entered  into  with  the  defendant ;  but  it 
is  also  a  breach  of  faith  with  every  one  of  the  other  creditors  who  were 
parties  to  the  arrangement.  It  clearly,  therefore,  cannot  be  the  subject 
of  a  cross-action,  the  damages  in  which  would  not  be  commensurate  with 
the  injury.  A  covenant  between  A.  and  B.,  not  to  sue  for  a  limited  time, 
is  not  the  proper  subject  of  a  plea  in  bar :  but,  if  the  deed  declares  the 
debt  to  be  forfeited  if  sued  for  within  the  time,  and  enables  the  debtor 
to  plead  it,  it  does  operate  as  a  bar.  This  is  distinctly  laid  down  in 
1  Roll.  Abr.  989,  tit.  Extinguiehmmt  (L),  pi.  1,  2:(a)--"Si  Tobligee 
covenant  ove  I'obligor  que  est  lie  a  performer  covenants,  nemy  a  luy 
molester  ou  suer  luy  devant  tiel  jour,  ceo  nest  ascun  suspension  del  dett,* 
car  le  proper  sense  del  paroU  est  d'aver  covenant  sur  ceo  sil  luy  sue 
devant  le  jour,  et  nemy  a  faire  ceo  un  reles.(ft)  Si  Tobligee  grant  al 
obligor  quil  ne  serra  sue  nee  vex  sur  le  dit  obligation  devant  tiel  jour,  et, 
"^4941  ^^  ^^^^'  ^^  <lonque  il  pledera  le  dit  grant  come  un  acquittance,  et 
^  que  le  dit  obligation  serra  void  et  de  nul  effect,  "^ceo  est  un  sus- 

(a)  Tnaslated,  11  Vin.  Abr.  461,  and  ftntft,  p.  400. 

(6)  Citing  Dowie  «.  Jeffireys.  The  cMe  of  Deux  «.  Jttfferies,  Cro.  Blis.  Z&%  is  u  followf  ;— 
**  Debt,  opon  an  obligation.  Tho  defendant  pleads  that  tlie  plaintiff,  by  indentaire,  did  oorenant 
that  he  would  not  sue  the  bond  before  Miobaelmaa,  and  tbereapon  demanded  jndgment,  H  attic, 
k^t  intending  that  the  action,  being  raspended  for  that  time,  was  gone  for  eror.  It  iras  tbere- 
apon demnnred,  and  argued  by  Fleming  for  the  plaintiff,  and  by  Drew  for  the  defendant,  and  tl 
11.  7,  fo.  24,  and  4  H.  7,  fo.  6,  were  oited.  Bat  the  ooart,  without  further  argument,  resolved  for 
the  plaintiff;  for,  it  is  only  a  covenant,  and  shall  not  enure  as  a  release  :  and  it  is  not  to  be  pleaded 
in  bar,  bat  the  party  is  put.  to  his  writ  of  eovenant,  if  he  sued  before  tho  time.  But,  if  it  bad 
been  a  covenant  that  he  would  not  sue  it  at  all,  then  peradventuro  it  might  enure  as  a  release 
and  to  bo  pleaded  in  bar,  but  not  here  j  for,  it  never  was  the  intent  of  the  parties  to  make  it  a 
release,    And  it  was  a^iadged  for  the  pUintiC"    8.  0.  Andenoo,  SOT. 
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pension  del  obligation^  et  issint  per  conseqaens  un  reles, — car  ceo  est  an 
grant, — et  que  il  ceo  pledera  come  un  acquittance."(a) 

There  is  a  singular  diversity  in  the  reports  of  Ayliffe  v.  Scrimshire. 
In  the  reports  in  Carthew  and  in  Salkeld,  it  is  stated  'simply  as  a  cove- 
nant not  to  sue  for  a  limited  time.  In  the  former,  the  very  case  now 
before  the  court  is  put  in  the  most  pointed  manner : — ^^  Nota.  In  the 
argument  of  this  case,  it  was  allowed  by  all,  that  a  letter  of  license  con- 
taining the  words  following,  viz.,  that,  if  the  creditor  sue,  &;c.,  within 
such  a  time,  that  his  debt  shall  be  forfeited,  such  license  is  pleadable  in 
bar:  therefore,  in  the  principal  case,  the  covenant  being  temporary,  and 
limited  to  a  certain  time,  and  there  being  no  words  in  the  deed  of 
defeasance  to  make  the  debt  forfeited,  upon  a  suit  commenced,  &c.,  the 
court  was  clear  in  opinion  it  was  not  pleadable  in  bar,  but  that  an  action 
of  covenant  was  his  proper  remedy."  In  Comberbach  the  report  runs 
thus : — The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff,  after  the  money  was 
due  on  the  bond,  covenanted  and  granted,  by  indenture,  not  to  sue  the 
defendant  in  ninety-nine  years ;  to  which  the  plaintiff  demurred.  And 
Holt,  C.  J.,  said,  ^^  that  the  suspension  of  this  ieiction  will  not  destroy 
the  bond,  for,  every  defeasance  is  quodammodo  a  suspension :  that  a 
covenant  not  to  sue  at  all  is  an  acquittance,  but  a  covenant  not 
to  sue  a  bond  within  such  a  time,  goes  only  in  covenant:  that  the 
rule  that  a  personal  action  once  suspended  is  for  ever  extinct,  doth 
not  hold  in  all  cases."  And  Dolben  agreed.  Shower,  in  his  report 
of  Carivil  v.  Edwards,  1  Show.  380,  concludes  with  an  adjoumator : 
*and  he  does  not,  in  bis  argument,  cite  Ayliffe  v,  Scrimshire ;  r*4Qe 
which  occurred  but  two  years  before,  and  which,  as  reported  by  '■ 
himself,  was,  if  correct,  a  distinct  authority  in  his  favour.  Tatlock  v. 
Smith,  6  Bing  389,  8  M.  &  P.  676,  is  a  very  strong  authority  m  favour 
of  the  defendant.  There,  by  an  agreement  between  the  defendants  and 
their  creditors,  all  the  defendants'  stock  in  trade  was  placed  in  the  hands 
of  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  and  the  defendants  were  to 
execute  to  the  trustees  a  conveyance  of  all  their  estate, — in  which  deed 
were  to  be  inserted  all  other  usual  clauses.  The  trustees  carried  on  the 
defendants'  business,  and  paid  the  creditors  lOs.  in  the  pound :  they  then 
tendered  for  execution  by  the  defendants,  a  conveyance  of  all  their  estate, 
containing  a  clause  of  release,  which  the  defendants  objected  to  as  insuffi- 
cient, and  refused  to  execute  the  conveyance :  the  instrument  not  having 
been  executed  by  all  the  creditors,  a  meeting  at  which  the  defendants 
were  called  on  to  execute,  was  adjourned,  in  order  that  the  signature  of 
every  creditor  might  be  obtained :  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiffs, 
who,  as  creditors,  were  parties  to  the  above  agreement,  could  not  sue  for 
their  original  debt,  at  least  until  the  conveyance,  such  as  it  was,  had  been 
executed  by  all  the  creditors,  and  refused  by  the  defendants.     Bichard- 

(a)  Gitiag  tfatt  Tear  Book,  21 H.  7,  fo.  23  b ;  whioh  cam  if  alio  aliridged,  Bro.  Abr.  titles  Bixrrtf 
pL  62y  Drfeatance,  pL  15,  IS,  GnmU,  pL  M. 
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son  V.  Rickman,  B.  B.  M.  16  G..8,  is  dted  in  Kearalaikev.  Morgim,  5 
T.  R.  517,  as  the  first  case  in  whioh  it  was  held  that  the  giving  a  negio- 
tiable  instrument  vas  pleadable  in  bar.  In  2  Wms.  Saund«  103  bj  it 
is  said — ^'  It  has.been  established  by  modern  authorities,  that  the  acoept- 
ance  of  a  negotiable  note  or  bill '  for  and  on  account'  of  a  debt,  must  be 
taken  primd  facie  to  be  in  satisfaction  of  that  debt,  until  it  appears 
that  the  note  or  bill  remains  unpaid  in  the  possession  of  the  creditor, 
:ie^ggi  ^ithout  fiuj  lachcs  by  him:  Kearslake  v.  Morgan;  Burden  v. 
^  *Halton,  4  Bing.  454,  1  M.  &  P.  228 ;  Eendrick  v.  Lomaz,  2  C. 
&  J.  405 ;  Mercer  v.  Cheese,  4  M.  &;  G.  804,  5  Scott,  N.  R.  664.  It  is 
usually  said  that  the  taking  of  the  note  or  bill  suspends  the  creditor-e 
remedy  for  the  time  it  has  to  run ;  for,  that  it  amounts  to  an  agreement 
by  him  not  to  sue  for  that  time,  in  consideration  of  the  debtor's  giving 
the  note  or  bill :  see  Simon  v.  Lloyd,  2  G.  M.  &;  R.  187,  189^  3  DowL 
P.  C.  813.  It  may  be  observed,  however,  that,  where  the  obligee  of  a 
bond  even  expressly  covenants  not  to  sue  for  a  certain  time,  this  cannot 
be  pleaded  in  bar  of  an  action  on  the  bond,  but  is  a  covenant  only,  for  a 
breach  of  which  the  obligor  may  bring  his  action :  Aylofie  v*  Scrimp- 
shire,  Garth.  68,  1  Show.  46,  Gomb.  123,  2  Salk.  578.  And  the  i«ason 
seems  to  be,  that,  if  such  covenant  were  allowed  to  operate  in  suspension 
of  the  action,  the  right  of  action  would  be  altoget^r  lost ;  inasmuch  as 
it  is  a  rule,  that,  where  a  personal  action  is  once  suspended  by  the  volun- 
tary act  of  the  party,  it  is  for  ever  gone,  and  discharged :  Fryer  v.  Gild- 
ridge,  Hobart,  10 ;  Gorchester  v.  Webb,  Gro.  Oar.  872 ;  Wankford  v. 
Wankford,  1  Salk.  302,  303,  per  Powell,  J.  In  truth,  then,  this  abey- 
ance of  the  creditor's  right  to  sue  seems  an  anomaly  which  the  law  has 
admitted,  as  part  of  the  law-merchant,  in  respect  of  mercantDe  securi- 
ties :  Owen  v.  Griffiths,  Exch.  T.  T.  1844.  The  difficulty  of  reconciling 
the  doctrine  with  any  principle,  is  increased  by  the  courts'  having  declined 
to  apply  it  to  the  case  of  a  debt  due  for  rent, — Davis  v.  Gyde,  2  Ad.  k 
E.  623,  4  N.  &  M.  462,— or  on  a  specialty :  Worthington  v.  Wigley,  8 
N.  C.  464,  3  Scott,  558."(a)  [V.  Williams,  J.  Is  not  the  plea  an 
answer,  as  setting  up  a  new  agreement,  as  in  Good  v.  Gheeseman,  2  B. 

^4971  ^  '^^*  ^^^  *  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  *^^^  difficulty  as  to  accord  and  satis- 
faction.] It  is  submitted  that  the  plea  may  be  upheld  in  that 
view  also.  [Y.  Wlliams,  J.  Gan  there,  in  strictness,  be  a  reservation 
of  liberty  to  plead  a  thing  in  bar,  which  is  not  a  release  ?  In  Dean  v. 
Newhall,  8  T.  R.  168,  it  was  held,  that,  if  the  obligee  of  a  bond  cove- 
nant not  to  sue  one  of  two  joint  and  several  obligors,  and,  if  he  do,,  that 
the  deed  of  covenant  may  be  pleaded  in  bar,  he  may  still  sue  the  other 
obligor.  Maulb,  J.  Here,  the  proviso,  that,  in  the  event  of  molesta- 
tion, the  covenant  may  be  pleaded  in  bar,  seems  designed  merely  to 
expound  the  former  part, — showing  that  it  was  intended  in  the  sense  in 
which  it  would  furnish  a  bar.] 

(a)  And  fee  Price  o.  Edmaads,  10  B.  A  0. 578,  m  oipfaaiwd  in  ^  Maan.  A  KjL  tS7,  4  M.  A  G. 
476  (a),  028  (b). 
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WiBes^  in  reply.  Good  v.  Cheeseman  is  altogether  inapplicable  to  the 
▼iew  presented  on  the  other  side :  this  is  not  the  simple  case  of  a  com- 
position-deed. The  passages  cited  from  BoUe's  Abridgment,  as  explained 
by  a  reference  to  the  Tear  Books,(a)  show  that  the  deed  there  snpposed, 
operated  as  an  immediate  release.  Here,  however,  the  plain  and  obvious 
intention  of  the  parties^  was,  merely  to  suspend  the  remedy. 

WiLBB,  0.  J.  This  question  arises  upon  a  plea  which  sets  forth  an 
agreement  under  seal  between  the  defendant  of  the  first  part,  three  indi- 
viduals named,  as  trustees,  of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiff  and  cer- 
tain other  persons,  creditors  of  the  defendant,  of  the  third  part :  and  the 
plea,  which  is  pleaded  either  as  a  bar  to  the  action  generally,  or,  in  bar 
of  the  further  maintenance  of  the  action,  states  that  the  defendant  had 
carried  on  the  business  of  a  silk-mercer ;  that  the  several  debts  due  to 
the  parlies  of  the  second  and  third  parts,  which  were  set  opposite  to  their 
respective  names,  had  accrued;  "^that  the  defendant  was  unable  p^^^qo 
nmnediately  to  satisfy  those  debts ;  that,  for  the  purpose  of  real-  ^ 
ising  his  efiecti^  it  had  been  deemed  advantageous  to  all  the  parties 
interested,  that  the  defendant  should,  for  five  years^  be  permitted  to  carry 
on  the  business,  under  the  inspection  of  the  trustees ;  and  that  it  was 
agreed  that  the  business  should  be  so  carried  on  for  the  said  term  of  five 
years.  The  plea  then  goes  on  to  state,  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  agree- 
ment, the  several  persons  parties  thereto  of  the  second  and  third  parts, 
by  that  indenture  gave  and  granted  unto  the  defendant  until  the  17th  of 
May,  1848  (the  indenture  bearing  date  the  17th  of  May,  1843),  full  and 
free  license  and  authority  to  pass  and  re^s,  fto. ;  and  that  it  was  further 
provided,  that,  if  any  of  the  said  persons  parties  thereto  of  the  second 
and  third  parts,  should,  at  any  time  thereafter  during  the  continuance  of 
the  license  thereby  granted,  mole9t  or  interfere  mih  the  defendant^  con- 
trary to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture^  the  defendant 
should  be  released,  exonerated,  acquitted,  and  for  ever  discharged  of  and 
from  all  debts  and  demands  whatsoever  which  were  then  due  unto,  or 
then  could  be  made  by,  the  creditor  or  creditors  respectively  by  whom 
the  said  letter  of  license  thereinbefore  contained,  should  in  any  sneh 
respect  be  contravened,  and  of  and  from  all  manner  of  actions,  suits,  ftc^ 
by  reason,  on  account,  or  in  consequence  of  the  same  debts  or  demands 
respectively,  cend  that  the  %aid  indenture  should  or  might  be  pleaded  in 
bar  to  sueh  reepeetive  debte  or  demands  accordingly.  The  molestation  or 
interference  here  mentioned  must  be  intended  to  mean  such  sort  of  mo- 
lestation and  interference  as  the  parties  lawfully  might  resort  to,  having 
relation  to  their  situation  as  creditors  and  debtor.  The  question  is, 
whether  or  not  effect  may  be  given  to  this  agreement  of  the  parties. 
Now,  the  first  part  of  the  deed  operates  as  a  letter  of  license,  with  a 
covenant  on  *the  part  of  the  creditors  not  to  sue  within  a  limited  p^^qq 
time.     This,  it  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  cannot  ^ 

ia)  Vid«  floprH,  494  (o). 
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be  pleaded  in  bar :  but  it  is  said,  upon  the  supposed  authority  of  Ford  v. 
Beech,  that  the  only  remedy  of  the  covenantee  is,  by  a  cross  action  for 
damages.  Nothing,  however,  fell  from  the  court  in  Ford  v.  Beech,  to 
countenance  that  supposition.  Why  is  it  that  a  covenant  not  to  sue  for 
a  limited  time  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  ?  By  reason  of  the  rule  that  the 
right  to  a  personal  action  once  vested,  and  suspended,  by  the  voluntaty 
act  of  the  party,  for  however  short  a  time,  is  precluded  and  gone  for 
ever.  It  could  only  be  pleaded  in  bar ;  for,  that  is  its  legal  operation. 
To  have  allowed  the  agreement  in  Ford  v.  Beech  to  be  pleaded  in  bar  as 
a  release,  would  have  been  obviously  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties:  and  no  injustice  followed  from  holding  that  the  defendant's 
remedy  for  a  breach  was  to  be  found  in  a  cross  action.  But^  how  does 
that  apply  where  we  have  to  deal  with  express  and  unequivocal  words, 
and  in  a  case  where  there  are  circumstances  to  warrant  our  concluding 
that  the  parties  intended  to  give  a  totally  different  effect  to  the  contract 
from  what  is  before  stated  ?  Here,  we  have  to  deal  with  a  contract 
entered  into  in  express  terms  between  a  debtor  and  a  body  of  twenty  or 
thirty  creditors,  each  of  whom,  for  the  benefit  of  the  general  concern, 
agrees  that  the  debtor  shall  for  a  given  period  continue  to  carry  on  the 
business  without  molestation,  and  that,  if  that  contract  should  be  contra- 
vened by  any  creditor  molesting  or  interfering  with  the  debtor,  such 
molestation  or  interference  should  operate  an  extinguishment,  of  the  debt, 
and  that  the  indenture  might  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  such  debt.  How  would 
it  be  possible  to  secure  the  object  the  parties  had  in  view,  if  effect  could 
not  be  given  to  the  agreement  iif  the  terms  in  which  they  have  framed 
*'^nni  ^^  *  '^^^  intention  is  beyond  doubt.  A  covenant  not  '''to  sue  for 
-'  a  given  time  enures  as  a  release,  not  by  the  mere  agreement  of 
the  parties,  but  by  operation  of  law. 

Then  it  is  said  that  that  which  has  occurred  here,  is  not  a  molestation 
within  the  meaning  of  the  deed.  Looking  at  all  the  circumstances,  it  is 
impossible  to  doubt  that  suing  the  debtor  was  the  very  species  of  molesta- 
tion which  the  parties  sought  to  guard  against,  and  no  other.  They  deafly 
could  not  have  had  anything  else  in  their  contemplation.  When,  therefore, 
this  action, — which  in  the  ordinary  course  would  go  on  to  judgment  and 
execution, — was  brought,  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  assume  that  it  was 
brought  for  the  purpose  of  molesting  or  interfering  with  him,  and  so  pre- 
venting him  from  carrying  into  effect  the  contract  he  had  entered  into. 
In  the  absence,  therefore,  of  anything  to  control  it,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  parties  contemplated  a  molestation  by  suing  out  a  writ. 

The  cases  referred  to  in  Rolle's  Abridgment,  appear  to  me  to  afford 
distinct  authority  on  the  present  occasion.  We  are  to  consider  what  is 
the  effect  of  this  deed,  taking  the  whole  of  it  together.  On  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  it  is  contended  that  the  deed,  taken  altogether,  operates 
as  a  release ;  and  accordingly  he  pleads  it  in  bar.  The  plaintiff's  counsel, 
on  the  other  hand,  argues  with  much  ingenuity,  that,  if  we  hold  it  to  be 
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a  release,  we  must  hold  it  to  be  a  release  from  the  moment  of  its  execu- 
tion ;  and  that  is  manifestly  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.  To 
extinguish  the  debt,  would  manifestly  be  to  defeat  the  whole  intention  of 
the  deed.  But,  upon  what  assumption  is  that  ground  taken  ?  Upon  the 
assumption  that  every  release,  to  have  any  operation  at  all,  must  operate 
from  the  moment  at  which  it  is  given.  I  must  confess  I  do  not  assent  to 
that  proposition.  I  do  not  see  why  parties  may  not  agree  that  a  certain 
instrument  shall  operate  as  a  release,  from  the  happening  of  such  an  event. 
The  ♦passage  in  Co.  Litt.  referred  to  by  my  brother  MATiLK,(flr)  r^cM 
seems  to  show  that  they  may.  There  is,  then,  a  clear  and  mani- 
fest intent,  to  be  collected  from  the  deed,  that  it  shall  operate  as  a 
release,  from  the  happening  of  the  event  which  the  parties  contemplated, 
viz.  the  molestation  which  has  happened.  It  is  no  reason  why  effect 
should  not  be  given  to  the  clear  intention  of  the  parties,  that,  in  so  doing, 
we  necessarily  carry  its  operation  somewhat  beyond  what  was  contem- 
plated. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  our 
judgment. 

Maule,  J.,  concurred. 

V.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  bringing  an  action 
is  a  molestation,  and  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  and  is  properly  pleaded 
as  such.  I*further  think  that  there  is  no  objection  to  parties  contracting 
by  deed;  that,  if  a  given  event  shall  happen,  the  deed  shall  operate  as  a 
defeasance  of  a  debt.  The  passages  in  Rollers  Abridgment,  and  the  case 
of  AylifiFe  v,  Scrimshire,  as  reported  by  Carthew,  seem  to  me  to  be  good 
law,  as  far  as  is  necessary  to  sustain  this  plea. 

Talfoubd,  J.,  concurred.  Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  With  which  agroes  the  jadgment  of  Fotbux,  G.  J.,  in  T.  21  H.  7,  fo.  24. 


*In  the  Matter  of  the  Arbitration  between  JAMES  STROUD 

and    THE   EAST   AND    WEST   INDIA   DOCKS   AND  ^  ^^^ 
'    BIRMINGHAM  JUNCTION  RAILWAY  COMPANY.    Nov.  18. 

A.  agreed  to  let,  and  B.  agreed  to  hire,  a  piece  of  land  containing  about  15  acres,  at  an  annnal 
aurfacc-rent, — B.  to  ase  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  making  briokB,  and  to  pay  to  A.,  his  exe- 
cutors, &e.f  3«.  per  1000  on  the  quantity  made,  the  quantity  made  to  be  not  leas  than  4,000,000 
annually ;  the  ground  not  to  bo  excavated  beyond  the  depth  of  eight  feet,  irithont  the  special 
permission  of  A.  in  writing. 

A  portion  of  the  land  being  required  by  n  railway  company,  B.'s  claim  for  compensation  in  respect 
of  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  land  so  required,  and  for  deterioration  to  the  residue,  waa 
referred  to  arbitration,  under  the  provisions  of  the  land-clausea-consolidation  act,  1S45, — S  A  0 
Viet  0. 18.    The  umpire,  by  his  award,  found  that  the  interest  of  B.  under  the  above  agree- 

.  ment  was  that  of  merely  a  tenant  from  year  to  year  ;  and  he  assessed  the  compensation  upon 
thai  basis  : — 

Held,  that  the  construction  put  by  the  umpire  upon  the  agreement  was  correct;  and  that  evi- 
VOL.  VIII, — 40  2  D 
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49no«  tending  to  show  that  bj  the  onstom  of  the  hriok-maklng  trade,  brick  Iai)d  is  aoTor  hirod 
from  year  to  year,  wau  properly  rejected. 
Quart,  as  to  the  power  of  the  ooart  to  interfere,  even  if  the  deeision  of  the  umpire  had  bees 
wrong. 

Thb  following  sabmission  to  arbitration  was  entered  into  between  The 
East  and  West  India  Docks  and  Birmingham  Junction  Railway  Company 
and  one  James  Stroud,  on  the  10th  of  January,  1849 : — 

'^  Whereas  The  East  and  West  India  Docks  and  Birmingham  June* 
tion  Railway  Company,  established  and  incorporated  by  the  East  and 
West  India  Docks  and  Birmingham  Junction  Railway  act,  1846,  have 
given  to  James  Stroud,  of  Islington,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
brick-maker,  a  notice  in  writing,  under  the  hand  of  Harry  Chubb, 
their  secretary,  bearing  date  the  29th  of  May,  1848,  setting  forth  that 
they  required,  under  the  powers,  and  for  the  purposes,  of  their  act,  to 
purchase  a  piece  or  parcel  of  land  in  which  the  said  James  Stroud  was, 
or  claimed  to  be,  interested,  and  on  which  he  had  for  some  time  past 
carried  on  the  trade  of  a  brick-maker,  situate  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary, 

*r(\Qr\  *^^^°S^"'  ^^  ^^  county  of  Middlesex,  being  part  of  the  here- 
^  -I  ditaments  numbered  19,  on  the  deposited  plan  of  the  said  railway, 
in  such  parish,  and  which  said  land  and  hereditaments  were  nvore  parti- 
cularly specified  in  the  said  notice,  and  delineated  on  the  plan  attached 
thereto ;  and  the  said  company  thereby  demanded  from  the  said  James 
Stroud  the  particulars  of  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  sahi  land  and 
hereditaments  so  required  to  be  purchased,  and  of  the  claims  made  by 
him  in  respect  thereof:  And  whereas  the  said  James  Stroud  is,  or  claims 
to  be,  interested  in  the  same  lands  and  hereditaments  (with  others),  for 
brick-making  purposes,  for  a  term  of  years  from  the  10th  of  April,  1844, 
but  he  has  not  given  to  the  said  company  any  statement  of  the  amount 
of  compensation  claimed  by  him  in  respect  of  such  his  estate  and  inte- 
rest in  the  said  land  and  hereditaments,  which  he  is  entitled  to  assign  or 
convey  to  the  said  company  under  the  powers  of  the  lands-clauses- con- 
solidation act,  1845  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18),  nor  of  the  deterioration  in  va^ue 
of  the  residue  of  the  same  hereditaments  which  are  not  required  by  the  said 
company,  or  of  the  loss  in  trade  to  be  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  such 
land  and  hereditaments  being  taken  by  the  said  company :  And  whereas 
the  said  James  Stroud  hath,  in  pursuance  of  the  power  for  that  purpose 
given  him  by  the  lands-clauses-consolidation  act,  1845,  incorporated  with 
and  forming  part  of  the  said  first-mentioned  act,  elected  to  have  the 
value  of  his  estate  and  interest  of  and  in  the  said  land  and  heredita- 
ments, aQd  the  amount  of  compensation  for  damage  by  severance  thereof, 
and  for  the  loss  (if  any)  in  his  trade  as  a  brick-maker,  occasioned  by  the 
said  land  and  hereditaments  being  so  required  and  taken  as  aforesaid, 
*«i041  *^^  ^^  *^®  making  of  the  said  railway  referred  to  arbitration 
-I  ^under  the  provisions  of  the  said  lands-clauses-consolidation  act : 
And  whereas  a  map  or  plan  showing  the  land  to  be  sold  by  the  said 
Javies  Stroud  to  the  said  company  is  hereunto  annexed,  and  in  such 
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ihap'or  plati  the  same  land  is  coloured  red,  aiid  tlie  qtxantttj  reqiiired  is 
figured  thereon  as  4  a.  3  r.  IS  p.:  Now,  therefore,  in  pursuance  of  the 
provisions  of  the  said  lands-clauses-consolidation  act,  1845,  the  said  com- 
pany do,  by  this  writing,  under  the  hand  of  Harry  Chubb,  their  secre- 
tary, appoint  Francis  Fuller,  of,  &c.,  surveyor,  to  be  the  arbitrator  on 
their  behalf  in  the  said  matter,  and  the  said  James  Stroud  doth,  by  this 
writing,  under  his  hand,  appoint  Charles  Lee,  of,  &c.,  surveyor,  to  Be 
the  arbitrator  on  behalf  of  him  the  said  James  Stroud  in  the  said  matter ; 
and  the  said  arbitrators,  or  the  umpire  to  be  appointed  by  them,  or  under 
the  said  lands-clauses-consolidation  act,  1845,  are  to  ascertain  and  award 
the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  made  and  paid  by  the  said  company 
tu  the  said  James  Stroud,  or  to  be  paid  into  the  Court  of  Chancery,  as 
the  case  may  require,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  injury  and  damage  (if 
any)  to  be  sustained  by  him  by  the  interference  with  his  said  business  of 
a  brick- maker,  and  by  the  depriving  him  of  a  portion  of  his  brick-earth, 
and  for  and  in  respect  of  the  estate  and  interest  so  claimed  by  the  said 
James  Stroud,  or  which,  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  acts,  or  either 
of  them,  he  may  be  enabled  to  sell,  assign,  and  convey,  of  and  in  the 
part  of  the  said  piece  or  parcel  of  land  and  hereditaments  numbered  19, 
on  the  said  plan  annexed  to  the  said  notice,  and  therein  coloured  red, 
containing  4  a.  3  r.  13  j?.,  and  for  all  damage,  by  severance  (if  any)  or 
otherwise,  consequent  upon  such  compulsory  dale  or  purchase,  or  upon 
the  making  of  the  said  intended  railway,  as  directed  by  the  provisions 
of  the  said  lands-clauses -consolidation  act,  1845,  relating  to  arbitrations 
and  awards,  in  cases 
sions  (inclusive  of  those  relating 
the  arbitration  hereby  agreed  upon)  are  to  extend  to  these  presents,  and 
be  applicable  thereto  in  all  respects  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  if 
the  same  had  been  herein  repeated :  and  it  is  hereby  mutually  agreed  by 
and  between  the  parties  hereto,  that  all  expenses  incidental  to  or  arising 
out  of  this  agreement,  and  of  the  reference  hereby  made,  shall  be  borne 
and  paid  by  the  said  company ;  the  amount  theri^of  to  be  settled,  in  case 
of  difference,  by  the  said  arbitrators,  or  their  umpire.     Dated,  &c.** 

The  arbitrators,  before  proceeding  with  the  reference,  appointed  one 
John  George  Hammack  to  be  umpire. 

It  appeared  that  the  land  in  question  was  held  by  James  Stroud  under 
the  following  agreement : — 

"  Memorandum  of  agreement  between  Robert  Fellowes,  of,  &c.,  clerk, 
doctor  of  laws,  of  the  one  part,  and  James  Stroud,  of,  &c.,  of  the  other 
part :  The  said  Robert  Fellowes  agrees  to  let,  and  the  said  James  Stroud 
agrees  to  hire,  all  that  piece  or  parcel  of  land  called  Virginia  Field,  in 
the  parish  of  Islington,  containing  fifteen  acres,  more  or  less,  late  in  the 
occupation  of  Thomas 'Souter,  and  now  of  Samuel  Bennett,  with  the  cot- 
tage and  garden  at  the  south-eastern  extremity  of  the  same,  paying  for 
the  land  an  annual  surface-rent  of  5;.  an  acre,  and  102.  a  year  for  the 
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cottage  and  garden  belonging  to  the  same.  The  said  James  Strond  is  to 
nse  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  making  bricks,  and  to  pay  to  the  said 
Robert  Fellowes,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  Ss.  per  thou- 
sand on  the  quantity  of  bricks  so  made,  and  that  quantity  to  be  certified 
by  the  £xcise  payments  for  the  same :  but  the  said  James  Stroud  agrees 
to  make  at  least  4,000,000  of  bricks  annually,  or  pay  a  rent  equal 
thereto.  The  payment  of  the  said  brick-rent  shall  be  made  annually,  at 
*f{(\(n  Christmas ;  *and  the  reserved,  or  surface-rent  of  5Z.  an  acre,  shall 
-I  be  paid  half-yearly,  at  Christmas  and  Midsummer.  The  aforesaid 
James  Stroud,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  shall  preserve  all 
hedges,  fences,  walls,  water-courses,  drains,  and  gates  belonging  to  the 
within-mentioned  land,  in  good  order  and  repair.  And  it  is  hereby 
further  agreed,  that  all  gravel,  chalk,  sand,  or  other  materials,  found  in 
working  the  brick-earth,  shall  be  the  sole  property  of  the  said  Robert 
Fellowes,  his  executors  or  assigns ;  but  the  said  James  Stroud  shall  be 
allowed  to  take  therefrom,  and  without  paying  for  the  same,  whatever 
chalk,  gravel,  or  sand,  he  may  require  in  the  manufacturing  of  the  bricks 
upon  the  premises.  The  said  James  Stroud,  for  himself,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  undertakes  to  preserve  the  top  soil,  and  to 
level  the  ground  as  the  brick-earth  is  progressively  cleared.  The  said 
James  Stroud  agrees  not  to  excavate  the  ground  beyond  the  depth  of 
eight  feet,  without  the  special  permission  in  writing  of  the  said  Robert 
Fellowes,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns.  It  is  further  agreed 
that  the  said  James  Stroud,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
shall  pay  all  rates,  taxes,  and  outgoings  whatsoever  which  are  or  shall  in 
any  way  or  form  be  chargeable  upon  the  land  herein  agreed  to  be 
demised.     In  witness,  &c." 

A  claim  was  made,  on  behalf  of  Stroud,  before  the  umpire,  of  3838Z. 
2«.,  as  and  for  a  compensation  to  be  made  and  paid  by  the  company  to 
him,  "  for  and  in  respect  of  the  injury  and  damage  to  bq  sustained  by 
him  by  the  interference  in  his  business  of  a  brick-maker,  and  by  depriv- 
ing him  of  a  portion  of  his  brick-earth,  and  for  and  in  respect  of  the 
estate  and  interest  to  which  he  claimed  to  be  entitled  under  or  by  virtue 
of  the  agreement  of  the  10th  of  April,  1844.*'  And  in  support  of  his 
claim  he  proposed  to  call  witnesses  before  the  umpire,  to*prove  that  it 
*f^(\*n  ^^  contrary  to  the  custom  of  '*'the  trade  of  brick-making,  that 
-'  land  should  be  hired  under  a  yearly  tenancy.  But  the  umpire 
refused  to  receive  evidence  of  that  character. 

The  umpire,  on  the  19th  of  April  last,  made  his  award,  as  follows  : — 
"  To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall  come,  &c. :  Whereas,  by  a  cer- 
tain agreement  or  instrument  in  writing,  bearing  date,  &c.  (reciting  the 
submission) :  And  whereas  the  said  F.  Fuller  and  C.  Lee,  the  arbitrators 
so  appointed  as  aforesaid,  did,  on  the  20th  of  January,  1849,  in  pursuance 
of  the  power  for  that  purpose  given  them  by  the  lands-clauses-consolida- 
tion act,  1845}  before  entering  upon  the  matters  so  referred  to  them  as 
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aforesaid  (and  havisg  preyionsly  made  and  Bubecribed  the  declaration  by 
the  same  act  required  in  that  behalf),  by  writing  under  their  hands, 
appoint  me,  the  said  J.  G.  Hammack,  to  be  the  umpire  to  decide  between 
them  on  the  matters  so  referred  to  them  as  aforesaid :  And  whereas  the 
said  arbitrators  did  afterwards  enter  upon  the  matters  so  referred  to  them 
as  aforesaid;  but  they  the  said  arbitrators  failed  to  make  any  award 
upon  the  said  matters  within  twenty-one  days  after  the  day  on  which 
they  were  so  appointed  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  time  for  their  making  their 
said  award  not  having  been  extended ;  Now  know  ye  that  I,  the  said  J. 
G*  Hammack,  so  appointed  umpire  as  aforesaid,  having  taken  upon  me 
the  burthen  of  the  umpirage,  and  having,  before  entering  upon  the  con- 
sideration of  the  matters  so  referred  to  me  as  aforesaid,  duly  made  and 
subscribed  the  declaration  required  in  that  behalf  by  the  lands-clauses- 
consolidation  act,  1845,  and  having  been  requested  by  both  the  said  par- 
ties to  the  said  reference  to  state  on  the  face  of  this  my  umpirage,  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  term  and  interest  which  I  find  and  adjudge  the 
said  James  Stroud  to  have  had  in  the  before-mentioned  land  and  heredita- 
ments, and  in  respect  of  which  he  so  claims  *to  be  entitled  to  r^frno 
compensation  as  aforesaid,  and  having  deliberately  and  at  large 
heard,  examined,  and  considered  the  several  allegatious,  witnesses,  and 
evidences  of  both  the  said  parties  concerning  the  said  premises,  do  there- 
upon make  this  my  umpirage  and  final  determination  in  writing  between 
the  said  parties  of  and  concerning  the  premises,  in  manner  and  form 
following,  that  is  to  say, — I  do  find,  adjudge,  and  determine  that  the  said 
land  was  and  is  part  and  parcel  of  a  certain  field  called  Virginia  Field,  in 
the  parish,  &c.,  and  that  the  said  James  Stroud  was  entitled  to,  and  held 
and  occupied,  the  said  land  and  hereditaments  under  and  by  virtue  of  a 
certain  instrument  in  writing,  bearing  date  the  10th  of  April,  1844,  and 
made  and  entered  into  by  and  between  him  the  said  James  Stroud  and 
one  Robert  Felk)wes,  and  which  said  instrument  was  and  is  in  the  words 
and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say,  &c.  (setting  out  the  agreement) : 
And  I  do  further  find,  adjudge,  and  determine,  that  the  term  and  interest 
which  the  said  James  Stroud  had  in  the  said  land  and  hereditaments,  was 
that  of  a  tenant  from  year  to  year^  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  compen- 
sation from  the  said  company,  in  respect  thereof,  as  tenant  from  year  to 
year  only :  And  I  do  further  find,  award,  adjudge,  and  determine  that  the 
compensation  to  which  the  said  James  Stroud  is  entitled,  and  which  is  to 
be  made  and  paid  by  the  said  company  to  the  said  James  Stroud,  or  to 
be  paid  into  the  Court  of  Chancery,  as  the  case  may  require,  for  and  in 
respect  of  the  injury  and  damage  which  he  the  said  James  Stroud  will 
sustain  by  the  interference  with  his  said  business  of  a  brick-maker,  and  by 
the  depriving  him  of  a  portion  of  his  brick-earth,  and  for  and  in  respect 
of  the  estate  and  interest  so  claimed  by  the  said  James  Stroud,  and 
which,  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  acts,  he  is  enabled  to  sell,  assign, 
and  convey,  of  and  in  the  said  part  of  the  said  piece  or  parcel  of 
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"^^OQl  *^^^^  ^^^  hereditaments  numbered  19  on  the  said  plan  annexed 
-^  to  the  6aid  notice,  and  therein  coloured  red,  containing  4  a.  8  r. 
18  jt?.,  and  for  all  damage,  by  severance  or  otherwise,  consequent  upon 
such  compulsorj  sale  or  purchase,  or  upon  the  making  of  the  said 
intended  railway,  amounts  to  the  sum  of  150L :  And,  lastly,  I  do  find, 
award,  and  determine,  that  the  costs  of  and  incident  to  the  said  arbitra- 
tion amount  to  the  sum  of  148Z.     In  witness,  &c." 

ByleBi  Serjt.,  in  Trinity  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  to  show  cause  why 
the  award  should  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  grounds,  that  the  umpire  had 
assessed  the  compensation  due  to  Stroud  upon  a  wrong  principle ;  that 
the  memorandum  of  the  10th  of  April,  1844,  set  forth  in  the  award, 
created  a  greater  interest,  legal  or  equitable^  than  a  mere  tenancy 
from  year  to  year ;  that  Stroud  was  entitled  to  a  larger  sum  than  the 
umpire  had  awarded  to  him ;  that  the  umpire  had  not  given  compen- 
sation for  the  full  loss  sustained  by  Stroud ;  and  that  the  umpire  refused 
to  receive  evidence  that  a  mere  tenancy  from  year  to  year  was  con- 
trary to  the  custom  of  the  brick-trade  in  taking  land  for  brick-making 
purposes.  He  submitted  that  the  agreement  of  the  10th  of  April,  1844, 
operated,  in  law,  as  a  lease  for  so  long  a  period  as  should  be  necessary 
to  enable  Stroud  to  excavate  the  brick-earth  to  the  depth  of  eight  feet, 
or,  at  all  events,  gave  him  an  equitable  interest  in  the  land :  and  he 
referred  to  Co.  Litt.  42  a,  Ross's  case,  F.  Moore,  556,  Sir  W.  Cordelias 
case,(a)  Doe  d.  Player  v.  Nicholls,  1  B.  ft  C.  336,  2  D.  &  R.  480,  Doe 
d.  White  V.  Simpson,  5  East,  162,  and  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  6,  and 
S3.  25  to  37. 

*^101  ^Malins  and  «7.  Brown^  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  showed 
-'  cause.  The  decision  of  the  umpire  upon  the  question  of  value,  ra 
by  the  statute  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  27)  declared  to  be  final :  the  matter, 
thei-efore,  is  not  open  to  the  consideration  of  the  court.  [Matjlb,  J- 
Does  it  appear  on  the  face  of  the  award  that  the  value  ifas  assessed  upon 
an  erroneous  principle  ?]  The  principle  of  assessment  does  appear :  the 
award  shows  that  the  amount  of  compensation  was  assessed  upon  the 
footing  of  the  interest  created  by  the  agreement  of  the  10th  of  April, 
1844,  being  that  of  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  only.  The  party  has 
selected  his  ow^n  tribunal,  and  from  its  decision  there  is  no  appeal.  This 
is  no  hardship  on  the  land-owner ;  for,  though  the  company  cannot 
enforce  an  arbitration,  the  land-owner  has  power  to  compel  them  to  go 
to  arbitration,  or  he  may  appeal  to  a  jury.  [Maulb,  J.  Do  you  insist 
that  the  award  is  conclusive,  although  it  is  sho¥m  upon  the  face  of  it  that 
the  arbitrator  has  adopted  a  wrpng  principle  ?]  Yes.  [V.  Williams,  J. 
Suppose  the  award  recites  that  the  claimant  has  an  estate  in  fee,  and 
then  goes  on  to  find  that  the  value  of  a  life-estate  is  so  much,  and  the 
arbitrator  directs  that  sum  to  be  paid, — would  such  an  award  be  con- 
clusive ?]    In  that  case,  perhaps  it  might  be  said  that  the  arbitrator 

(a)  Cited  in  8  Co.  Bep.  96,  and  (per  nom.  Cordal's  ease)  Cro.  Slii.  316. 
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waa  dealing  with  a  matter  which  was  not  within  the  submission. 
[Talfourd,  J.  If,  instead  of  an  arbitration,  this  had  been  an  assess- 
ment before  a  sheriff's  jnry,  under  the  subsequent  clauses  of  the  act 
(§§38  to  50),  and  the  sheriff  had  misdirected  the  jury  that  the 
interest  of  the  claimant  was  that  of  a  tenant  from  year  to  year, 
when  in  truth  he  was  entitled  to  the  fee, — would  the  court  interfere 
in  that  case  ?]  That  involves  a  totally  different  inquiry :  there  is  no 
provision  making  the  finding  of  a  jury  conclusive.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  Parties 
*refer  matters  in  difference,  by  agreement ;  and  a  statute  (8  &  9  r*c-i  ^ 
W.  3,  c.  11)  authorizes  the  agreement  to  be  made  a  rule  of  court. 
Under  the  lands-clauses-consolidation  act,  a  similar  tribunal  is  created ; 
and  s.  36  empowers  either  party  to  make  the  submission  a  rule  of  court. 
What  is  the  object  of  that  provision,  if  not  to  give  the  court  some  con- 
trol in  the  matter?]  The  statute  gives  the  court  power  to  regulate 
the  conduct  of  arbitrators  to  be  appointed  under  it,  as  in  pther  ca^es. 
l>ut  this  is  an  attempt  to  induce  the  court  to  control  the  arbitrator's  dis- 
cretion; whereas,  the  act  says  that  this  decision  shall  be  final.  [Y. 
Williams,  J.  Does  that  provision  of  the  act  amount  to  anything  more 
than  the  ordinary  clause  in  every  agreement  of  reference,  that  the  deter- 
mination of  the  arbitrator  shall  be  final?  Maule,  J.  Has  the  umpire 
here  assessed  the  value  of  the  thing  he  was  called  upon  to  assess  ?]  The 
nature  of  the  interest,  as  well  as  the  value,  was  referred.  [Maule,  J. 
You  say,  that,  notwithstanding  the  umpire  has  manifestly  made  a  mistake 
in  ascertaining  the  nature  of  the  interest,  the  court  has  no  control  over 
the  award  ?]  The  award  is  final  and  conclusive.  [  Warren  referred  to 
Jones  V.  Corry,  6  N.  C.  187,  7  Scott,  106,  where  an  arbitrator,  with  a 
view  of  enabling  one  of  the  parties  litigant,  to  make  an  application  to 
the  court,  after  the  publication  of  his  award,  stated  matters  which  showed 
that  he  had  put  a  mistaken  construction  on  the  rule  of  reference,  and 
had  misdecided  accordingly, — the  court  received  afiidavits  of  these  facts, 
and  set  aside  the  award,  notwithstanding  there  was  no  objection  on  the 
face  of  it.  Wilde,  C.  J.  referred  to  Home  v.  Earl  Camden,  2  H.  Blac. 
r)33.]  In  Wright  and  The  Cromford  Canal  Company,  1  Q.  B.  98,  4  P. 
&  D.  730,  on  a  submission  to  arbitration,  *not  giving  power  to  r#c|i> 
raise  questions  of  law  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  arbitrators 
awarded  82Z.  as  compensation  for  damages ;  and,  in  a  subsequent  part  of 
their  award,  they  stated,  "  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  question  for 
the  determination  of  the  court,  in  case  it  should  be  pleased  to  entertain 
the  same,'*  that  they  awarded  the  821.  on  a  certain  principle,  which  they 
explained ;  but,  if  the  court  should  think  that  the  damage  ought  to  be 
estimated  on  another  principle,  which  «they  likewise  stated,  then  they 
awarded  a  compensation  of  102Z. :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  award  was 
sufficiently  final ;  for,  that,  as  the  sum  of  82L  was  positively  awarded,  the 
hypothetical  adjudication  which  followed  might  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 
So,  in  Barton  v.  Ranson,  3  M.  &  W.  322,  a  cause  and  all  matters  in 
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difference  having  been  referred  to  arbitration,  the  arbitrator  set  out  all 
the  facts  upon  the  face  of  his  award,  and  then  awarded  that  the  plaintiff 
had  no  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant ;  and  stated  that  he  deter- 
mined the  action  in  favour  of  the  defendant :  he  then,  after  awarding  by 
whom  the  costs  of  the  reference  should  be  paid,  concluded  as  follows : — 
'^  But,  if  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion,  upon  the  facts  hereinbefore  stated, 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in  the  action,  then  I  determine 
the  action  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  and  order  and  award  that  the 
defendant  pay  damages  to  the  plaintiff  to  the  amount  of  one  shilling,  and 
also  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  reference :"  and  it  was  hcld,(a) 
that,  the  arbitrator  having  come  to  a  positive  finding,  and  expressly  de- 
clared his  OAvn  opinion,  the  award  was  sufficiently  final,  and  the  latter 
clause  might  be  rejected.  This  is,  in  effect,  an  attempt  to  review  the 
arbitrator's  decision  upon  a  matter  of  fact ;  which  cannot  be  done : 
Barrett  v.  Wilson,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  586,  5  Tyrwh.  218,  3  Dowl,  P.  C.  220. 
jj^^^Q-  Parke,  B.,  in  *that  case  says:  "The  parties  have  agreed  to  be 

-■  bound  by  the  arbitrator's  opinion  of  the  facts,  not  by  ours.  The 
court  have  a  control  over  juries  as  to  matter  of  fact,  which  they  exercise 
where  the  conclusion  is  manifestly  wrong.  They  have  no  such  control 
over  an  arbitrator  as  to  matter  of  fact.  Whether  I  should  have  come  to 
the  same  conclusion  as  the  arbitrator  has  done,  is  a  different  question ; 
but,  the  parties  being  bound  to  abide  by  his  decision  of  the  facts,  we 
cannot  interfere,  if  there  were  any  evidence  to  support  his  conclusion.*' 
In  Phillips  V.  Evans,  12  M.  &  W.  309,  S.  C,  per  nom.  Phillips  v.  Ed- 
wards, 1  D.  &  L.  463, — which  overrules  Jones  v.  Corry, — the  Court  of 
Exchequer  refused  to  set  aside  an  award,  although  it  was  sworn  that  the 
arbitrator  had  admitted  that  he  had  made  a  mistake  in  figures.  [WiLDS, 
C.  J.  This  court,  in  Hall  and  Hinds,  in  re,  2  M.  &  G.  847,  3  Scott,  N. 
R.  250,  took  rather  a  different  view  of  a  similar  question.  There,  cer- 
tain disputes  and  differences  between  A.  and  B.  were  referred  to  the 
arbitrament  of  three  merchants :  before  the  arbitrators,  A.  admitted  that 
a  sum  of  143/.  159.  lid.  was  due  from  him  to  B.,  but  the  latter  claimed 
a  larger  sum  ;  and  the  arbitrators  found  that  in  reality  tL  further  sum  of 
751.  4^.  lid.  was  due  from  A.  to  B. :  instead,  however,  of  adding  these 
two  sums  together,  and  directing  A.  to  pay  the  aggregate  amount  to  B., 
the  arbitrators  by  mistake  deducted  the  latter  sum  from  the  former,  and, 
by  a  further  mistake,  directed  that  B.  should  pay  the  difference  to  A. 
Upon  an  affidavit  of  the  facts,  by  two  of  the  arbitrators  (the  third 
declining  to  join  in  the  affidavit),  the  court  set  aside  the  award,— on  the 
ground  that  the  arbitrators  had  failed  to  express  in  the  award  the  inten- 
tion of  their  own  minds,  and  the  mistake  and  act  of  carelessness  being 
80  gross  as  to  amount,  in  the  judicial  sense  of  tho  term,  to  misconduet' 
*on  the  part  of  the  arbitrators.]     That  case  is  observed  upon  with 

J  evident  disapprobation  in  Phillips  v.  Evans.     Doe  d.  Oxenden  v. 
Cropper,  10  Ad.  &  £.  197,  2  P.  &  D.  490,  is  also  directly  at  variance 

(a)  PiMmiUnt^  BoLLAjniy  B. 
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idth  Jones  t^.  Corry.  There,  an  ejectment  brought  for  close  A.  and 
close  B.,  was  referred  at  nisi  prius  to  an  arbitrator,  together  with  an 
action  for  a  trespass  upon  close  B.,  brought  bj  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
against  the  same  defendant.  In  the  action  of  trespass,  there  were  special 
pleas  justifying  on  the  ground  of  title  to  close  B.  in  the  defendant.  The 
arbitrator  ordered  a  verdict  on  all  the  issues  in  the  action  of  trespass  for 
the  defendant,  except  one  issue  on  a  plea  of  not  guilty :  but  he  ordered 
a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  ejectment.  By  a  paper  which 
he  delivered  with  the  award,  stating  his  reasons,  it  appeared  that  he  con- 
sidered that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  close  B. :  and, 
notwithstanding  this  manifest  repugnancy,  it  was  held,  that  the  postea  in 
the  ejectment  cpuld  not  be  amended  by  confining  it  to  close  A.,  and  that 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  retain  the  general  verdict. 
[Talfourd,  J.  This  question  was  very  much  discussed  in  a  case  in  the 
Queen's  Bench  during  the  last  term,  when  the  court  did  interfere  to  set 
aside  the  award,  on  the  ground  of  a  mistake  of  the  arbitrator.(a)]  -^ 
*  WarreUy  contr^.     The  argument  on  the  other  side  must  go  ^ 

(a)  Hntchinsoii  v.  SheppersoD,  reported  in  the  13  JarUt>  1098,  and  14  Law  Times,  127.  It  was 
a  motion  to  set  aside  an  award,  on  the  ground  that  the  arbitrator  had,  hj  mistake,  omitted  to 
giro  the  plaintiff  eredit  for  a  sum  to  which  the  defendant  had  admitted  him  to  be  entitled. 
The  affidavit  npon  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  stated,  that>  at  the  oommenoement  of  the  pro- 
ceedings before  the  arbitiator,  he  was  told  by  both  parties  that  there  was  no  dispute  between  them 
as  to  that  particular  sum,  and  that  therefore  he  need  not  trouble  himself  about  it  In  making 
his  award,  howcTer,  the  arbitrator  omitted  to  give  the  plaintiff  the  benefit  of  that  admission,  and 
threw  that  sum  altogether  out  of  the  calculation. 

Lord  Dkxman,  in  deltTering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  after  time  for  deliberation,  said  :— 
"This  was  a  rule  to  set  aside  an  award,  on  account  of  an  error  committed  by  the  arbitrator.  He 
omitted  to  give  the  plaintiff  credit  for  a  sum  of  money  to  which  he  seems  to  be  distinctly  admitted 
to  be  entitled.  At  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings,  when  the  parties  met,  this  acknow- 
ledgment was  made,  and  the  arbitrator  was  desired  to  take  no  trouble  as  to  this  sum,  since  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  it  was  not  disputed.  The  arbitrator  r^eoted  what  was  said,  although  that 
sum  was  said  to  be  no  matter  in  difference  between  them;  and  so  has  depriTcd  the  plaintiff  of 
what  is  confessedly  his  due.  The  defendant  has  thought  proper  to  take  advantage  of  this  error, 
and  even  to  appear  against  the  rule  obtained.  His  learned  counsel  relied  on  some  strong 
expressions  used  by  Mr.  Baron  Pabkb  in  Phillips  v,  Evans,  12  M.  A  W.  309,  which  seemed  to 
indicate  that  no  mistake  of  an  arbitrator  can  ever  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  setting  aside  an 
award.  We  are  fully  satisfied  of  the  propriety  of  observing  the  greatest  caution  with  regard  to 
this  subject^  to  avoid  inquiries  which  would  unravel  by-gone  transactions,  and  keep  alive  a 
litigation  which  the  parties  have  agreed  to  determine  by  reference;  but  we  cannot  think  the  rule 
applies  to  a  case  where  arbitrators  have  exercised  no  Judgment  on  the  particular  &ct8,  but  have 
forborne  to  do  so  in  consequence  of  direct  instructions  fW>m  both  parties  to  exclude  it  flrom  their 
consideration.  The  rule,  at  most,  is  one  for  guiding  our  discretion,  which  cannot  be  so  absolutely 
fettered  and  rendered  powerless.  We  are  aware,  that,  if  awards  are  aUowed  to  be  questioned 
under  any  circumstances,  it  must  be  difficult  to  draw  a  line :  but  a  line  must  be  drawn  some- 
where; and  this  case  appears  to  fiill  within  it,  wherever  that  line  can  be  drawn.  The  court  might 
have  refused  a  rule  to  show  cause,  on  account  of  the  inexpediency  of  the  practice,  and  the  danger 
of  altering  accounts  in  roattiers  referred ;  but,  the  rule  having  been  once  granted,  upon  affidavits 
clearly  setting  forth,  and  without  contradiction,  a  case  of  great  injustice,  which  the  court  has 
power  to  remedy,  we  think  we  ought  not  to  sanction  that  iqjustice.  We  would  further  observe, 
with  respect  to  the  case  of  Re  Hall  and  Hinds,  2  M.  A  G.  847, 3  Scott,  K.  R.  250,  which  is  a  clear 
precedent  for  such  decision,  this  case  is  not  overruled  by  the  Court  of  Bxohequer  in  Phillips  v. 
Evans,  12  M.  A  W.  300,  where  the  facts  were  withheld  by  the  arbitrator,  which  were  brought 
satisfactorily  before  the  court  here.  The  case  of  Re  Hall  and  Hinds  is  expressly  recognised  in 
Hagger  r.  Baker,  14  M.  A  W.  9,  2  D.  A  L.  856,  whore  the  court  reftised  to  interfere;  and  we 
approve  of  the  exeellent  observations  there  made  by  the  lord  chief  baron." 

VOL.  VIII.- 
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^^^.  this  leqgtbi  that,  in  the  oase  of  a  reference  *ander  this  statutet 
-I  however  obyioos  and  however  gross  the  miscarriage  on  the  part 
of  the  arbitrators  or  umpire  has  been,  the  party  aggrieved  is  absolutely 
without  remedy,  because  the  legislature  has  used  words  which  are  found 
in  every  agreement  or  order  of  reference.  The  only  meaning  of  the 
word  ^^  fin^*'  in  this  act,  and  in  eveiy  submission,  is,  that  the  arbitrator 
•hall  not  decide  conditionally.  The  object  of  every  reference  is,  to  stop 
litigation :  that  object  is  not  attained,  if  the  award  is  not  finaL  The 
root  of  the  umpire's  authority  is  found  in  the  2Sd  section  of  the  landsr 
diauses-oonsolidation  act,  which  enacts,  that,  ^4f  the  compensation 
claimed  or  offered  in  any  such  case  shall  exceed  5021,  and  if  the  party 
claiming  compensation  desire  to  have  the  same  settled  by  arbitration,  and 
signify  such  desire  by  notice  in  writing  to  the  promoters  of  the  under- 
taking, before  they  have  issued  their  warrant  to  the  sheriff  to  summon  a 
jury  in  respect  of  such  lands,  under  the  provisions  hereinafter  contained, 
stating  in  such  notice  the  nature  of  the  interest  in  respect  of  which  such 
party  claims  compensation,  and  the  amount  of  the  compensation  so  claimed, 
the  same  shall  be  so  settled  accordingly."  The  25th  section  enacts, 
that,  ^*  when  any  question  of  disputed  compensation  by  this  or  the  special 
act,  or  any  act  incorporated  therewith,  authorized  or  required  to  be  settled 
by  arbitration,  shall  have  arisen,  then,  unless  both  parties  shall  concur  in 
the  appointment  of  a  single  arbitrator,  each  party,  on  the  request  of  the 
other  party,  shall  nominate  and  appoint  an  arbitrator,  to  whom  such  dis- 
pute shall  be  referred ;  and  every  appointment  of  an  arbitrator  shall  be 
made,  on  the  part  of  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking,  under  the  hands 
of  the  said  promoters,  or  any  two  of  them,  or  of  their  secretary  or  clerk, 
and,  on  the  part  of  any  other  party,  under  the  hand  of  such  party,  or,  if 
such  party  be  a  corporation  aggregate^  under  the  common  seal  of  such 
*M  71  *^^^P^'^t^^^  9  ^^^  ^^^^  appointment  shall  be  delivered  to  the  arbi* 
^  trator,  and  shall  be  deemed  a  submission  to  arbitration  on  the  part 
of  the  party  by  whom  the  same  shall  be  made ;  and,  after  any  such  appoint- 
ment shall  have  been  made,  neither  party  shall  have  power  to  revoke  the 
same  without  the  consent  of  the  other,  nor  shall  the  death  of  either  party 
operate  as  a  revocation ;  and  if,  for  the  space  of  fourteen  days  after  any 
such  dispute  shall  have  arisen,  and  after  a  request  in  writing,  in  which 
shall  be  stated  the  maMer  so  required  to  be  referred  to  arbitration,  shall 
have  been  served  by  the  one  party  on  the  other  party,  to  appoint  an  arbi- 
trator, such  last-mentioned  party  fail  to  appoint  such  arbitrator,  then, 
upon  such  failure,  the  party  making  the  request,  and  having  himself 
appointed  an  arbitrator,  may  appoint  such  arbitrator  to  act  on  behalf  of 
both  parties ;  and  such  arbitrator  may  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the 
matters  which  shall  be  in  dispute ;  and,  in  such  case,  the  award  or  deter- 
mination of  such  single  arbitrator  shall  be  final."  The  27th  section  enacts, 
that,  ^^  where  more  than  one  arbitrator  shall  have  been  appointed,  such 
arbitrators  shall,  before  they  enter  upon  the  matters  referred  to  them, 
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Boittinate  ifttid  appoint,  by  irriting  undet  their  hands,  an  nmpire  to  decide 
on  any  snch  matters  on  irhich  they  shall  differ,  or  which  shall  be  referred 
to  hixn  nnder  the  provisions  of  this  ot  the  special  act ;  and,  if  snch  umpire 
shall  die,  or  become  incapable  to  act,  they  shiekll  forthwith,  after  such 
death  or  incapacity,  appoint  another  umpire  in  his  place ;  and  the  deci* 
non  of  eveiy  such  umpire  on  the  matters  so  referred  to  him  shall  be  final." 
The  86th  section  provides  that  ^'  the  submission  to  any  such  arbitration 
tnay  be  made  a  rule  of  any  of  the  superior  courts,  on  the  application  of 
either  of  the  parties."     Why  is  that,  but  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction 
dver  the  arbitrators  and  over  the  subject-matter  of  the  reference,  as  in 
eases  of  ordinary  *submiBsions  to  arbitration?     And  the  37th  r-^^t^HQ 
section  provides  that  "  no  award  made  with  respect  to  any  ques-  ^ 
tioh  referred  to  arbitration  under  the  provisions  of  this  or  the  special  act, 
shall  be  set  aside  for  irregularity,  or  error  in  matter  of  form."     This 
latter  provision  would  be  idle,  if  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  at  all. 
[Maitlb,  J.     It  is  conceded  that  the  court  may  interfere  where  the  arbi* 
tirator  has  exceeded,  or  fallen  short  of,  the  authority  conferred  upon  him.] 
The  courts  will  always  interfere  where  it  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the 
award,  that  the  arbitrator  has  made  a  substantial  mistake.     This  prin- 
ciple is  distinctly  recognised  by  this  court  in  Fuller  v.  Fenwick,  8  Man, 
Gt.  ft  S.  705,  where  many  of  the  authorities  are  collected.     Jones  v, 
Gorry  is  not,  in  terms,  overruled  by  aAy  case :  and  He  HaU  and  Hinds 
is  expressly  recognised  in  Hagger  v.  Baker,  14  M.  ft  W.  9,  2  D.  ft  L. 
866.    In  Broadhurst  v.  Darlington,  2  Dowl.  P.  G.  38,  where  an  action 
was  brought  by  an  attorney,  on  a  bill  not  taxable,  and  a  verdict  was 
taken,  subject  to  a  reference  as  to  the  amount  of  the  charges,  and  the 
arbitrator  awarded  a  certain  sum, — ^it  was  held  that  it  was  competent  for 
the  court  to  examine  whether  the  arbitrator  had  adopted  the  right  rule. 
And  Lord  Lykdhukst  said :  "  If  the  arbitrator  intended  to  adopt  the 
proper  rule,  and  has  not  done  so,  this  is  not  his  award."     Here,  the 
award  assumes- to  have  been  made  in  conformity  with  the  6th  section  of 
the  statute,  which  enacts,  that,  "  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  and  the 
special  act,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  to  agree 
with  the  owners  of  any  lands  by  the  special  act  authorized  to  be  taken,  and 
lAich  shall  be  required  for  the  purposes  of  such  act,  and  with  all  parties 
having  any  estate  or  interest  in  such  lands,  or  by  this  or  the  special  act 
enabled  to  sell  and  convey  the  same,  for  the  *ab8olute  purchase,  r^i^iQ 
for  a  consideration  in  money,  of  any  such  lands,  or  such  parts  ^ 
thereof  as  they  shall  think  proper,  and  of  all  estates  and  interests  in 
such  lands,  of  tvhat  kind  soever.*'    Under  this  act,  the  court  has  even  a 
larger  equitable  jurisdiction  than  at  common  law.  The  point  was  expressly 
stated  by  the  arbitrator,  at  the  request  of  both  pajrties,  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
WlLDB,  0.  J.     This  point  is  one  which  is  deserving  of  consideration. 
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Shonid  it  become  necessary  to  decide  it,  we  will  take  time  to  look  into  it. 
At  present,  we  wish  to  hear  the  rest  of  the  argoment. 

Malins  and  J.  Braum  resumed  their  argument.  Upon  the  construe- 
tion  of  the  agreement  of  the  10th  of  April,  1844,  the  arbitrator  clearly 
came  to  a  correct  conclusion.  By  the  express  words  of  the  statute  8  k 
9  Vict.  c.  106,  that  agreement  would  create  only  a  tenancy  at  will,  which, 
by  the  subsequent  payment  of  rent,  would  be  turned  into  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year.  It  will  be  necessary  to  consider,  first,  what  is  the  legal 
(Operation  of  the  instrument ;  secondly,  what  is  its  effect  and  operation 
in  equity.  In  a  court  of  law,  it  clearly  operates  only  to  create  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year :  Clayton  v.  Blakey,  8  T.  R.  8,  as  explained  by  Lord 
Ellbnborough,  in  Thunder  d.  Weaver  v.  Belcher,  8  East,  451.  Sup- 
pose this  court  to  be  sitting  as  a  court  of  equity,  and  a  bill  filed  for  a 
specific  performance, — ^what  is  the  effect  of  the  contract  ?  It  is  a  coiw 
tract  for  the  workijig  out  the  brick-earth :  and  it  will  probably  be  said 
on  the  other  side,  that  it  is  to  enure  until  the  brick-earth  is  exhausted. 
[Maule,  J.  It  is  rather  in  the  nature  of  a  license  to  commit  the 
ULroffi  waste  of  digging  the  brick-earth.]  '''The  intention  of  the  parties 
-*  must  be  gathered  from  the  face  of  the  instrument.  No  obligation 
is  imposed  on  the  tenant  to  make  bricks.  A  court  of  equity  will  not 
enfbrce  a  specific  performance  of  an  agreetnent  for  a  mere  tenancy  at 
will :  Bro¥me  v.  Warren,  14  Yes.  156.  If  the  parties  here  had  intended 
this  to  operate  as  a  license  to  dig  all  the  brick-earth,  they  might  have 
said  so.  It  is  essential  to  the  creation  of  a  lease,  that  it  should  have  a 
certain  commencement  and  a  certain  ending.  [Wilbb,  G.  J.,  referred 
to  Doe  d.  Hanley  v.  Wood,  2  B.  &  Aid.  724.  There,  thd  owner  of  the 
fee  granted  to  A.,  his  partners,  fellow-adventurers,  &c.,  free  liberty  to 
dig  for  tin,  and  all  other  metals,  throughout  certain  lands  described  in 
the  indenture,  and  to  raise,  make  merchantable,  and  dispose  of  the  same 
to  their  own  use,  and  to  make  adits,  &;c.,  necessary  for  the  exercise  of 
that  liberty,  together  with  the  use  of  all  waters  and  watercourses,  excepting 
to  the  grantor  liberty  for  driving  any  new  adit  within  the  lands  thereby 
grantedy  and  to  convey  any  watercourse  over  the  premises  ^ran^;  hahen- 
dum  for  twenty-one  years ;  covenant  by  the  grantee  to  pay  one-eighth  share 
of  all  ore  to  the  grantor,  and  all  rates,  taxes,  &c.,  and  to  work  effectually 
the  mines  during  the  term ;  and  then,  in  failure  of  the  performance  of 
any  of  the  covenants,  a  right  of  re-entry  was  reserved  to  the  grantor ; 
and  it  was  held  that  this  deed  did  not  amount  to  a  lease,  but  contained  a 
mere  license  to  dig  and  search  for  minerals,  and  that  the  grantee  could  not 
maintain  an  ejectment  for  mines  lying  within  the  limits  of  the  set,  but  not 
connected  with  the  workings  of  the  grantee.  [Maule,  J.  In  Doe  d.  White 
V.  Simpson,  5  East,  162,  a  term  determinable  on  payment  of  certain  debts 
and  annuities,  was  upheld.  That  was  the  case  of  a  will :  and,  though 
♦5211  *'^®  decision  might  be  justified  by  the  anxiety  of  the  court  to 
carry  into  effect  the  intention  of  the  testator,  and  to  provide  for 
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the  payment  of  debtB,  it  has  never  been  very  much  approved.]  This 
matter  was  much  discussed  in  Haigh  v.  Jaggar,  16  M.  &  W.  525.(a)  There, 
a  term  of  twelve  years  was  created  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  lessees 
to  get  the  coal  out  of  six  acres  of  land, — ^with  a  proviso,  that,  if,  at  the 
end  of  the  term,  all  the  coal  in  the  six  acres  should  not  have  been  got, 
the  lessees  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  get  the  remainder :  and  it  was  held 
to  be  a  lease  for  twelve  years  only.  In  the  argument  in  that  case.  Doe 
d.  Simpson  v*  White,  Go.  Litt.  42  a,  and  the  note  7  thereto,  and  Rosse's 
case,  were  cited  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  [Wildb,  G.  J.  Rosse's 
ease  is  observed  upon  in  Thompson  v.  Mackworth,  Sir  0.  Bridgman,  513, 
514,  and  said  by  the  court  not  to  be  law.]  The  Gourt  of  Exchequer 
declined  to  act  upon  it  in  Haigh  v,  Jaggar.  [Wilde,  G.  J.  There  is 
no  way  of  bringing  about  a  determination  of  the  term  here :  there  is  no 
provision  for  re-entry ;  and  there  could  be  no  distress  for  the  rent.]  It 
lies  on  the  other  side  to  make  out  clearly,  and  without  doubt  or  ambi- 
guity, that  it  was  the  iutention  of  the  parties  to  create,  by  this  agree- 
ment, an  interest  of  a  more  extended  nature  than  a  tenancy  from  year 
to  year.  In  Bac.  Abr.  Leases  (L)  8,  it  is  said :  ^'  As  to  the  certainty 
of  leases  for  years,  as  to  their  continuance,  this  ought  to  be  ascertained, 
either  by  the  express  limitation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  lease 
made,  or  by  a  reference  to  some  collateral  act  which  may,  with  equal 
certainty,  measure  the  continuance  thereof,  otherwise  they  will  be  void.(6) 
If  a  woman  be  encient  with  a  son,  and  a  lease  '^'be  made  till  such  r,|c529 
issue  in  venter  sa  mere  shall  come  to  full  age,  this  is  a  lease  only  *- 
at  will,  and  cannot  be  any  lease  for  years ;  because  it  is  uncldrtain  when, 
or  whether  ever,  the  son  will  be  bom,  and^  consequently,  *the  beginning, 
continuance,  and  ending  of  this  lease  is  uncertain ;  and  therefore  it  can- 
not be  said  any  lease  for  years,  since  it  is  to  begin  presently  as  a  lease : 
and  yet  nothing  appears  in  the  deed  itself,  nor  is  there  such  a  reference 
to  any  collateral  circumstance,  as  may  then  measure  the  continuance 

thereof. 'X^) 

The  upipire's  rejection  of  evidence  as  to  the  supposed  custom  of  the 

brick-making  trade,  upon  the  hiring  of  land,  clearly  is  no  ground  for 
impeaching  the  award.  An  arbitrator's,  or  umpire's  conclusion,  is  final, 
He  is  made  the  judge  of  the  law,  as  well  as  of  the  facts :  and  from  his  de- 
cision there  is  no  appeal :  see  the  cases  collected  in  Watson  on  Awards((2) 
and  Archbold's  Practice.(e)  In  Ferryman  v.  Steggall,  9  Bingh.  679,  8 
M.  &  Scott,  93,  this  court  refused  to  set  aside  the  award  of  a  barrister, 
on  a  suggestion  that  he  had  admitted  an  incompetent  witness.  So,  in 
Ashton  V.  Poynter,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  201,  1  0.  M.  &  B.  788,  and  Huntig  v. 
Railing,  8  Dowl.  P.  G.  879,  it  was  held  that  parties  referring  a  matter 

(a)  And  see  17  Law  Jonrn.  K.  S.  Bxoh.  110, 18  Law  Jonrn.  N.  S.  Ezoh.  125,  and  2  Coll. 
C.  C.  231. 
(6)  Citing  Say  v.  Smith,  In  C.  B.,  Plowd.  271. 

(e)  The  Bishop  of  Bath's  case,  6  Go.  Rep.  84  b.  ((f)  Page  120,  et  teq. 

(«)  10th  edit,  by  Chitty,  YoL  II.  p.  1408,  0. 
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to  arbitration,  are  eqaaOy  bound  by  the  arbitrator's  dodsioli,  whether  hii 
is  a  professional  man  or  not.  The  same  dootrine  was  Still  more  reoently 
laid  down  by  this  court  in  Fuller  v.  Fenwick,  8  Man.  Or.  &  8.  705.  At 
all  events,  the  oTidence  here  offered  was  properly  rejected.  [Wildb,  O* 
J.     There  is  nothing  in  this  objection.    The  question  before  the  arbitra^ 

^52S1  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  CQStom  of  the  brick-making  *trade,  but 
^  what  was  the  agreement  into  which  these  parties  had  entered  ?] 
Bfflesj  Serjt.,  and  Warren^  in  support  of  the  mie.  The  plain  intention 
of  the  parties  to  this  agreement  was,  that  Btrond  shoold  have  an  interest 
in  the  land, — either  legal  or  eqmtable,-M)f  sufficient  duration  to  enable 
him  to  work  out  all  the  brick-earth  to  the  depth  of  eight  feet :  and, 
although  the  court  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of  the  custom  of  the  par- 
ticular trade,  yet,  in  construing  an  instrument  of  diis  sort,  they  are  bound 
to  look  at  all  the  surrounding  circumstances  from  which  they  may  be 
aided  in  ascertaining  the  real  intention  of  the  contracting  parties.  This 
principle  was  recently  acted  upon  by  the  Oourt  of  Queen's  Bench  in  two 
cases  of  The  Queen  v.  Westbrook  and  The  Queen  t?.  Everist,  10  Q.  B. 
176,  where  a  question  arose  as  to  the  proper  mode  of  rating  the  occupiers 
of  brick-fields  to  the  relief  of  the  poor :  and  where  Lord  Denman,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  says :  ^^  The  material  &cts  found 
in  both  cases  are  nearly  the  same.  In  both  it  is  stated  that  much 
expense,  and  the  introduction  of  foreign  matters,  are  necessary,  in  order 
to  make  the  occupation  productive  and  profitable ;  and  the  result  is  liable 
to  much  risk :  it  is  understood,  therefore, — ^if  not  made  legally  certain, — 
that  the  tenancy  shall  be  of  some  years'  duration,  and  the  rent  is  in  part 
only  fixed,  in  part  made  to  depend,  in  the  nature  of  a  royalty,  on  the 
number  of  bricks  made ;  the  material,  the  brick-earth,  is  not  in  its  nature 
renewable,  and  in  both  cases  will  be  consumed,  according  to  reasonal^ 
calculation,  within  no  great  number  of  years."  The  instrument  in  ques- 
tion is,  in  truth,  a  license  (coupled  with  an  interest,  and  therefore  irre- 
*f{9A'}  ^^^^^^)  ^  enable  Stroud  to  retain  ^possession  of  the  land  for  so 
•J  long  a  period  as  may  be  necessary  to  get  out  the  brick-earth  to  the 
stipulated  depth.  The  distinction  between  executory  and  executed  trusts 
is  accurately  pointed  out  by  Lord  Ohancellor  Talbot,  in  the  case  of 
Lord  Glenorchy  t^.  Bosville,  Gas.  temp.  Talbot,  8, 19,  where  his  lordship 
says :  **  I  repeat  it,  I  think  in  cases  of  trusts  executed,  or  immediate 
devises,  the  construction  of  the  courts  of  law  and  equity  ought  to  be  the 
same ;  for,  there  the  testator  does  not  suppose  any  other  conveyance  will 
be  made :  but,  in  executory  trusts,  he  leaves  somewhat  to  be  done ;  the 
trusts  to  be  executed  in  a  more  careful  and  more  accurate  manner."  In 
Doe  d.  Warner  t;.  Browne,  8  East,  165,  by  a  memorandum  of  agreement 
made  between  A.  and  B.,  the  former,  in  consideration  of  402.,  agreed  to 
let,  and  the  latter  agreed  to  take,  a  messuage,  &c.,  at  402.  per  annum 
clear  rent,  to  be  paid  quarterly,  &c. :  and  it  was  further  agreed  that  A. 
should  not  raise  the  rent,  nor  turn  out  B.  %o  long  a$  the  rent  wa%  duly  paid 
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quoft^yy  and  he  did  not  expoie  to  $ale  or  hU  anff  grtiele  that  m%fht  b$ 
iH^Mflrmte  taA.mlii$  hutineee.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Benoh  held  thk 
memorandiim  to  crei^te  a  tenancy  from  year  to  yenr  only.  The  defendant 
^en  filed  a  bill  for  a  speoific  perfonnanoe9(a)  a  demurrer  to  which  was  over-^ 
ruled,  ^e  Lord  Cbanodlor  (Lord  Eldon)  obeerring, — ^^  Without  laying 
Qtress  upon  the  title,  ^  Memorandum  of  an  agreement,'  an  expression  to 
vhicb  some,  perhiqps  not  much,  oonsidaration  is  due,  it  proceeds  to  state, 
tbat  ^  W.  Warner,  in  consideration  of  40Z.,  doth  agree  to  let,  and  J.  Browne 
doth  agree  to  take,  &o.'  That  phrase  will  not  exclude  the  idea  of  an  actual 
demise  in  some  cases :  but,  if  the  whole  imports  rather  an  intention  to 
do  a  future  act,  than  a  thing  that  is  done,  those  words  may  be  construed 
"^as  not  amounting  to  actually  letting  and  taking.  If  the  opinion  r^goc 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was,  that  the  subsequent  words  ^ 
iBfteant,  that  the  tenant  was  to  have  the  option  of  remaining  for  life,  and 
the  former  words  may  mean  either  actually  letting  and  taking,  or  a  con-r 
tract  for  actually  letting  and  taking,  it  is  fair  to  consider  it  as  an  agree- 
ment, rather  than  an  actual  lease ;  as  the  latter  construction  would  defeat 
tiie  intention  of  the  parties,  which,  upon  the  former  construction,  may 
be  carried  into  effect  by  a  future  insteument."  And  afterwards,  on  con- 
tinuing the  ii^unction,  his  lordship  said  (14  Yes.  409,  418) :  ^'I  admit 
that  the  court  must  find,  in  the  paper  before  it,  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
term  and  interest  intended  to  be  granted :  but,  even  if  the  bill  should  be 
dismissed  upon  that  ^ound,  relief  of  a  more  limited  kind  must  be  given 
v^jL  anotbar  ground,  with  reference  to  the  terms  in  which  the  agreement 
is  conceived.  According  to  the  old  doctrine,  an  agreement  to  let  was  not 
understood  to  make  a  leasee  Afterwards,  the  courts  held,  that,  if  a  per- 
son said  he  agreed  to  let,  it  was  the  same  as  doing  the  thing :  but  it  wsa 
never  denied,  that,  if  the  terms  of  that  instrument  indicate  that  he  was 
looking  forward  to  something  executory,  before  the  contract  would  be 
complete,  that  would  not  be  held  a  lease*"  The  words  ^^  hwein  agreed 
to  be  d^niaed,"  in  tbe  last  daase  of  this  agreement,  would  be  senseless,^ 
if  only  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  were  contemplated.  [Maule,  J. 
Those  words  mean  no  more  than  ^^  the  land  hereinbefore  spoken  of.'' 
What  is  there  hiMpe  which  shows  that  something  future  was  contemplated  7] 
The  tenant  was  to  bo  at  liberty  to  exhaust  the  whole  of  the  brick-earth. 
[Maulb,  J.  If  he  could  do  it  within  the  term.]  The  absence  of  a  pro- 
viso for  re-entry,  shows  that  a  more  formal  instrument  was  intended  ta 
be  drawn  up  between  *the  parties.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  Or  that  a  r^go^ 
tenancy  from  year  to  year  only  was  meant  to  be  created.  Which  ^ 
is  the  morCr  probable  ?}  That  this  is  something  more  than  a  mere  license, 
is  clear  from  the  judgment  of  Yaughan,  C.  J.,  in  Thomas  t;.  Sorrell, 
where  his  lordship  says  (Yaughan,  851) :  ^^  A  dispensation  or  license  pro- 
perly passeth  no  interest,  nor  alters  or  transfers  property  in  anything, 
but  only  makes  an  action  lawful  which  without  it,  had  been  unlawful* 

(a)  Browne  v.  Wunor,  14  Ym.  16S. 
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As,  a  license  to  go  beyond  the  seas,  to  hunt  in  a  man's  park,  to  oome 
into  his  house,  are  only  actions  which,  without  license,  had  been  nnlawfol. 
Bat  a  license  to  hunt  in  a  man's  park,  and  carry  away  the  deer  killed  to 
his  own  use, — ^to  cut  down  a  tree  in  a  man's  ground,  and  to  carry  it  away . 
the  next  day  after  to  his  own  use, — are  licenses  as  to  the  acts  of  hunting 
and  cutting  down  the  tree,  but,  as  to  the  carrying  away  of  the  deer 
killed,  and  tree  cut  down,  they  are  grants.  So,  to  license  a  man  to  eat 
my  meat,  or  to  fire  the  wood  in  my  chimney  to  warm  him  by,  as  to  the 
actions  of  eating j  firing  my  wood,  and  warming  him,  they  are  licenses ; 
but  it  is  consequent  necessarily  to  those  actions,  that  my  property  may 
be  destroyed  in  the  meat  eaten,  and  in  the  wood  burnt.  So  as  in  some 
cases,  by  consequent,  and  not  directly  and  as  its  effect,  a  dispensation  or 
license  may  destroy  and  alter  properly."  It  is  no  objection  to  this  instru- 
ment, that  it  mentions  no  specific  term  for  which  a  lease  is  to  be  granted : 
id  cerium  esty  quod  cerium  reddi  potest :  and  it  may  be  shown,  by  calcula* 
tion,  that  the  brick-earth  demised,  would,  at  the  rate  mentioned  in  the 
agreement,  viz.  4,000,000  annually,  be  exhausted  in  fifteen  years.  Every 
stipulation  in  the  agreement  points  irresistibly  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
tenant's  occupation  of  the  land  was  intended  to  be  co-extensiTC  with  its  ca- 
4<f^97l  V^^l  *^^^  yielding  materials  for  his  trade.  The  maxim  ^^  verba 
J  chariarum  fortius  accipiuntur  contra  prof ereniemj"  applies  espe- 
cially to  contracts  between  landlord  and  tenant.  In  Broom's  Maxims,  2d 
edit.  456,  it  is  said :  **  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  the  words  in  a  deed  are  to  be 
construed  most  strongly  contra  proferentem, — ^regard  being  had,  however, 
to  the  apparent  intention  of  the  parties,  as  collected  from  the  whole  con- 
text of  the  instrument  ;{a)  for,  as  observed  by  Mr.  Justice  Blackstone, 
the  principle  of  self-preservation  will  make  men  sufficiently  careful  not  to 
prejudice  their  own  interest  by  the  too  extensive  meaning  of  their  words ; 
and  hereby  all  manner  of  deceit  in  any  grant  is  avoided ;  for  men  would 
always  affect  ambiguous  and  intricate  expressions,  provided  they  were 
afterwards  at  liberty  to  put  their  own  construction  upon  them.(i)  More- 
over, the  adoption  of  this  rule  puts  an  end  to  many  questions  and  doubts 
which  would  otherwise  arise  as  to  the  meaning  and  intention  of  the  parties, 
which,  in  the  absence  of  it,  might  be  differently  construed  by  different 
judges ;  and  it  tends  to  quiet  possession,  by  taking  acts  and  conveyances 
executed  beneficially  for  the  grantees  and  possessors.  "(^)  So  strictly  is 
this  principle  adhered  to,  that,  if  a  lease  be  granted  ^^  for  seven,  four- 
teen, or  twenty-one  years,"  the  lessee  alone  has  the  option  of  determining 
it  at  the  end  of  the  first  seven  or  fourteen  years :  Dann  v.  Spurrier,  8  B. 
k  P.  899, 442  ;{d)  Doe  d.  Webb  t^.  Dixon,  9  East,  15.   Lord  Eldon,  in  the 

(a)  Per  Lord  KmTtrois,  Barrett  v.  Dake  of  Bedford,  8  T.  R.  605 ;  per  Lord  Bloon,  Browning  r. 
Wright»  S  B.  A  P.  23;  per  Batlbt,  J.,  15  Bast,  546;  per  Park,  J.,  1  B.  A  B.  S35 ;  HiUer  v. 
Mainwaring,  Cro.  Car.  400;  3  Yes.  Jan.  48;  Go.  Litt  183  a;  Noj'e  Mazimi»  9th  edit  p.  48. 

(h)  2  Bla.  Comm.  380.  See  Saanderson  v.  Piper,  5  N.  C.  425,  7  Scott,  408 ;  Reynolds  v.  Bar- 
ford,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  238,  289. 

(e)  Bae.  Max.  r.  3,  whieb  treats  of  the  general  rule. 

(4)  And  see  7  Yes.  231. 
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latter  *case,  says:  "All  doubts  which  might  at  one  time  have  ^.^^00 
existed  on  the  subject,  are  concluded  by  the  decision  in  the  Com-  *- 
mon  Pleas,(a)  which  was  made  upon  full  consideration  of  the  case  in  this 
court(5)  and  the  antecedent  authorities,  and  which  proceeded  upon  the 
application  to  leases,  of  the  general  principle,  that,  where  the  words  of  a 
grant  are  doubtful,  they  are  to  be  construed  in  favour  of  the  grantee : 
and  that  was  certified  to  the  lord  chancellor,  who  must  be  taken  to  have 
been  satisfied  with  the  decision."  It  is  rather  insinuated  than  asserted, 
that  the  cases  of  Doe  d.  White  v.  Simpson  and  Doe  d.  Player  v.  Nicholls 
are  disapproved  of  by  conveyancers.  But  the  latter  case  is  cited  and  acted 
upon  in  Doe  d.  Davies  v.  Pavies,  1  Q.  B.  480,  1  Gale  &  D.  88,  where 
Lord  Denman  says :  "  Holkotd,  J.,  said  rightly  (in  Doe  d.  Player  v. 
Nicholls),  that,  where  there  are  no  words  in  the  will  which  give  the  trus- 
tees any  estate  beyond  the  time  during  which  the  trust  is  to  be  performed, 
there  the  case  falls  within  the  general  rule,  that  a  trust  estate  is  not  to 
continue  beyond  the  period  required  by  the  purposes  of  the  trust.  And 
that  must  mean  a  restricted  period,  and  not  any  length  of  time  during 
which  it  may  be  said  that  the  trusts  are  in  a  course  of  performance.  In 
Doe  d.  Shelley  v.  Edlin,  4  Ad.  &  E.  582,  589,  and  Doe  d.  Oadogan  t;. 
Ewart,  7  Ad,  &  E.  636,  666,  8  N.  &  P.  197,  this  court  narrowed  the  rule 
of  holding  the  trust  estate  to  determine  after  the  time  for  performance  of 
the  trusts,  in  the  manner  which  I  now  suggest  as  the  proper  one,  namely, 
to  the  case  in  which  that  restriction  is  consistent  with  the  words  of  the 
instrument,  and  the  apparent  intention  of  the  maker."  In  Fenner  t^. 
Hepburn,  2  You.  k  C,  Chan.  Cas.  159,  it  was  held,  that  although  an 
agreement  between  an  intended  lessor  and  lessee  may  '''possibly  p^ron 
amount  at  law  to  a  present  demise  or  assignment,  yet,  if  upon  the  '- 
face  of  the  instrument  it  appears  that  a  further  instrument  is  necessary 
to  carry  the  intention  of  the  parties  into  execution,  a  court  of  equity  will 
decree  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  in  that  particular.  Li  the 
case  of  a  bargain  and  sale,  insufficient  for  want  of  enrolment,  it  is 
every  day's  experience  to  go  to  equity  to  cure  the  defect,  and  so  carry  out 
the  intention  of  the  parties.  Some  principles  applicable  to  the  present 
case  will  be  found  in  The  Marquess  of  Bute  v,  Thompson,  18  M.  &  W. 
487,  and  Doe  d.  The  Marquess  of  Bute  v.  Guest,  15  M.  &;  W,  160. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  Upon  the  best  consideration  which  the  court  can  give 
to  the  question  which  the  parties  desire  to  have  decided  in  this  case,  the 
conclusion  they  have  come  to,  is,  that  the  rule  cannot  be  made  absolute. 
We  give  no  opinion  upon  the  first  point  which  was  argued,  viz.  whether 
it  is  competent  to  the  court  to  entertain  the  question  whether  the  umpire 
had  come  to  a  correct  conclusion,  under  the  statute.  For  the  present, 
^e  pass  that  wholly  by :  when  it  becomes  necessary  to  deal  with  that 
question,  we  shall  be  prepared  to  decide  it.  The  principle  of  construo- 
tion  which  has  been  so  strenuously  contended  for,  viz.  that  the  terms  of 

(a)  Dann  v.  Spurrier.  (h)  Goodrigbt  d.  HaU  «.  Biohardaoni  8  T.  B.  462. 
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a  grant  are  to  be  constmed  as  favonrabl j  as  possible  for  the  grantee,  the 
court  is  not  disposed  to  controy^.  Nor  will  it  be  denied  that  the  whole 
of  an  instrument  must  be  looked  at  together,  when  we  are  endeayouring 
to  arriye  at  the  intentions  of  the  parties.  In  the  conclusion  at  which  ve 
haye  anriyed,  we  fully  adopt  both  these  principles.  By  the  instrument 
in  question,  Dr.  Fellowes  pr<^e8ses  to  let,  and  Stroud  to  hire,  the  land, 
^5801  ^^  i^oi^tion  being  made  of  any  term.    Passing  oyer  the  clause  as  to 

^  Hhe  taking  of  the  brick-earth,  it  has  not  been  contended,  nor 
could  it  be,  that  the  agreement  does  more  than  create  a  tenancy  at  will, 
or  from  yeur  to  year.  Nor  can  I  discoyer  anything  to  lead  me  to  coiir 
dude  that  the  parties  contemplated  any  future  instrument  If,  then, 
the  agreement,  so  looked  at,  enures  only  to  the  extent  which  I  haye 
stated,  what  is  the  effect  of  the  clause  as  to  the  taking  of  the  brick- 
earth  ?  The  tenant,  it  is  said,  agrees  to  hire  the  land  for  the  purposes 
of  his  trade  of  a  brick-maker.  I  do  not  know  enough  of  the  trade  to 
farm  an  (pinion  as  to  whether  it  would  be  prudent  for  a  brick-maker  to 
agree  to  pay  a  large  rent  for  an  extended  term.  But  I  should  incline 
to  think  it  would  be  more  prudent  to  take  it  determinable  by  a  notice. 
But  we  cannot  speculate  upon  this.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  parties  did 
not  contemplate  a  more  extended  interest  than  that  of  a  t^iancy  from 
year  to  year ;  otherwise,  the  tenant  being  under  no  obligation  to  work 
out  the  briek-earth,  he  might,  so  long  as  he  chose  to  pay  a  rent  equal  to 
&.  per  thousand  for  four  millions  of  bricks,  hold  on  for  oyer.  That 
would  be  making  the  agreement  equal  to  a  grant  of  the  fee-simple.  No 
premium  seems  to  ha^e  be^i  paid ;  if  there  had  been,  it  might  haye 
tended  to  show  that  a  larger  interest  was  int^ided  to  pass  than  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year.  There  is  no  power  of  distress :  nor  is  the  tenant 
imder  any  obligation  to  work  out  the  brick-earth :  neither  is  there  any 
veseryatiim  of  a  right  on  <lie  part  of  the  landlord  to  re-enter,  if  the  rent 
is  not  paid,  or  in  any  other  eyent.  How,  Aen,  can  it  be  supposed  that 
IJhe  landlord  eyer  intended  to  part  with  a  permanent  interest  in  the  land  f 
The  eases  referred  to,  where  courts  of  equity  haye  been  dealing  with  exe- 
eulory  agreements,  appear  to  me  to  be  wholly  beside  this.  The  argu- 
ment Askt  has  been  urged  <m  the  part  of  Mr.  Stroud,  resolyes  itself  into 
*5811  ^^' — ^^^  ^^^  agreement  is  ambiguous,  and  therefore  the  *court 

''  is  at  liberty  to  consider  what  was  the  probable  intention  of  the 
parties.  I  do  not,  howeyer,  find  any  ambiguity  upon  the  face  of  the 
agreement :  nor  do  I  see  any  reason  for  giying  it  any  effect  beyond  what 
is  warranted  by  its  language. 

One  ground  upon  which  it  has  been  urged  that  the  rule  should  be  made 
absohite,  is,  that  the  arbitrator  rejected  eyidence  of  the  custom  of  the 
Vrick-makmg  trade  with  respect  to  the  hiring  of  land.  I  cannot,  hoir- 
ever,  see  upon  what  principle  eyidence  of  that  sort  could  be  held  to  be 
admissible:  it  is  much  too  uncertiun,  and  it. is  by  no  means  applicable 
where  there  has  been  a  distinct  agreement. 
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Upon  the  whole,  I  do  not  think  that  the  caee  is  attended  with  any 
yery  great  difiScnlty.  The  nmpire  has  put  the  proper  oonstmction  upon 
"die  agreement. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concnrring.  Bole  discharged. 


J.  Brotvn^  on  behalf  of  the  company,  asked  that  the  rule  might  be 
discharged  tvitk  costs  :  but 

Wilde,  G.  J.,  obserred,  that,  inasmuch  as  both  parties  seemed  to  have 
desired  the  umpire  to  raise  the  question  upon  the  face  of  his  award,  it 
was  not  a  case  for  costs. 

Bule  discharged,  without  costs. 


*BERRT  V.  IBWIN.    Nov.  20.  [*532 

The  8<iyactication  of  the  commissioner  under  the  insolvent  debtors  act,  1  A  2  Vict  c.  110,  s.  90, 
discharges  the  insolvent  from  all  debts  due  or  growing  due  at  the  time  of  the  petition,  to  cre> 
ditors,  or  to  persons  claiming  to  be  creditors. 

An  insolvent  inserted  in  his  schedale  the  name  ef  A.,  in  whose  hands  he  had  placed  two  bills  of 
exchange  for  the  purpose  of  their  being  discounted.  After  the  schedule  was  filed,  he  discovered 
that  A.  had  endorsed  the  bills  to  B.,  and  accordingly  obtained  leave  to  amend  die  schedule  by 
inserting  B/s  name  therein,  stating  the  cironmstancee  under  which  the  bills  came  to  B.'s  hands. 
B.  sued  the  insolvent  on  the  bills,  and  obtidned  a  verdict  at  the  assises  against  him  on  the 
morning  of  the  day  on  which  the  order  of  ad|judication  was  made,  and  proceeded  thereon  to 
judgment  and  execution : — Held,  that  the  insolvent  was  entitlod  to  be  discharged  as  to  the 
action,  both  in  respect  of  debt  and  costs^ — although  the  costs  were  incurred  after  the  filing  of 
the  petition. 

The  defendant  was  arrested  in  the  month  of  April  last,  on  a  writ  of 
capias  ad  satufaciendumj  and  on  the  24th  of  May  filed  his  petition  in 
.  *  the  insolvent  debtors  court,  for  relief  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  and 
obtained  a  vesting  order  thereon.  On  the  18th  of  June,  he  duly  filed 
his  schedule,  inserting  therein  one  H.  Melton  as  a  creditor  for  2507.,  as 
drawer  and  payee  of  two  bills  of  exchange,  one  for  150Z.,  the  other  for 
1007.,  dated  respectively  the  10th  and  12th  of  April  last,  and  accepted 
by  the  defendant.  On  the  4th  of  July,  the  defendant  was  served  with 
a  writ  of  summons,  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  brought  by 
him  as  endorsee  of  these  two  bills.  The  defendant's  petition  came  on  for 
hearing  before  the  insolvent  debtors  court  on  th«  18th  of  July,  when  the 
further  hearing  was  adjourned  till  the  31st.  The  defendant  thereupon 
amended  his  schedule,  by  inserting  therein  the  name  of  Berry  (the  plain- 
tiff) as  a  creditor  for  the  amount  of  the  two  bills  and  the  costs  of  the 
action, — and  stating  that  the  bills  were  endorsed  to  him  without  con- 
sideration, and  after  they  had  arrived  at  maturity ;  and,  on  the  81st  of 
July,  Berry,  who  had  been  served  with  notice,  attended  to  oppose  the 
defendant's  discharge.     The  hearing  of  the  defendant's  petition  was 
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*5^B1  ^^  adjourned  unlil  the  7th  '''of  Aagafit^ — on  which  day  it  was 
-'  adjudged  and  ordered  by  the  court,  that  the  defendant  should  be 
discharged  from  custody,  and  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  act  forthwith, 
as  to  the  debt  or  claim  of  the  said  H.  Melton  and  of  the  plaintiff,  in 
respect  of  the  said  two  bills  of  exchange,  and  from  all  other  debts  and 
claims  inserted  in  his  schedule,  with  the  exception  of  two. 

The  plaintiff  proceeded  with  the  action,  and  the  cause  was  tried  as  an 
undefended  cause,  at  the  la^t  Surrey  assizes  on  the  7th  of  August, — a 
few  hours  before  the  defendant's  discharge  was  pronounced, — when  a 
Terdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  bills  and  interest, 
and  an  order  for  speedy  execution  obtained.  And  on  the  1st  of 
September,  the  plaintiff  lodged  with  the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison  a 
writ  of  habeas  carptta  for  the  purpose  of  charging  the  defendant  in  exe- 
cution upon  that  verdict. 

Miller^  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged  from 
the  custody  of  the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison,  as  to  this  action,  and 
why  the  plaintiff  should  not  pay  the  costs  of  the  application.  He 
referred  to  the  79th  section  of  the  act,  which  enacts  ^^  that  the  discharge 
of  any  prisoner  so  adjudicated  as  aforesaid  (s.  75)  shall  and  may  extend 
to  all  process  issuing  from  any  court  for  any  contempt  of  any  court, 
ecclesiastical  or  civil,  for  non-payment  of  money,  or  of  costs  or  expenses, 
in  any  court,  ecclesiastical  or  civil ;  and  that,  in  such  case,  the  said  dis- 
charge shall  be  deemed  to  extend  also  to  all  costs  which  such  prisoner 
would  be  liable  to  pay  in  consequence,  or  by  reason,  of  such  contempt, 
or  on  purging  the  same;  and  that  every  discharge  so  adjudicated  as 
aforesaid  as  to  any  debt  or  damages  of  any  creditor  of  such  prisoner, 
^.Q .-  shall  be  deemed  to  extend  also  to  all  costs  incurred  by  such  ^cro- 
-'  ditor  before  the  filing  of  such  prisoner's  schedule,  in  any  action 
or  suit  brought  by  such  creditor  against  such  prisoner  for  the  recovery, 
of  the  same :  and  that  all  persons  as  to  whose  demands  for  any  such 
costs,  money,  or  expenses  as  aforesaid  any  such  person  shall  be  so  adjudged 
to  be  discharged,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  creditors  of  such  pri- 
soner in  respect  thereof,  and  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  the  provisions 
made  for  creditors  by  this  act,  subject  nevertheless  to  such  ascertaining 
of  the  amount  of  the  said  demands  as  may  be  had  by  taxation  or  other- 
wise, and  to  such  examination  thereof  as  is  herein  provided  in  respect 
of  all  claims  to  a  dividend  of  such  insolvent's  estate  and  effects." 

JLu^h  now  showed  cause.  This  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  statute 
operates  to  discharge  the  insolvent  from  the  plaintiff's  claim.  By  the 
69th  section,  the  insolvent  is  required  to  file  a  schedule  containing, 
amongst  other  things,  ^'  a  full  and  true  description  of  all  debts  due  or 
growing  due  from  such  prisoner  at  the  time  of  making  such  order  [the 
vesting,  order],  and  of  all  and  every  person  and  persons  to  whom  such 
prisoner  shall  be  indebted,  or  who  to  his  knowledge  or  belief  shall  claim 
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to  be  his  creditors,  together  with  the  nature  and  amount  of  such  debts 
and  claims  respectively,  distinguishing  such  as  shall  be  admitted  from 
such  as  shall  be  disputed  by  such  prisoner."  By  s.  75,  the  adjudication 
of  the  commissioner  enures  as  a  discharge  ^^  as  to  the  several  debts  and 
sums  of  money  due,  or  claimed  to  be  due,  at  the  time  of  making  such 
vesting  order  as  aforesaid,  from  such  prisoner  to  the  several  persons 
named  in  his  schedule  as  creditors,  or  claiming  to  be  creditors,  for  the 
same  respectively,  or  for  which  such  persons  shall  have  given  credit  to 
such  prisoner  before  the  time  of  making  such  vesting  order  as  afore- 
said, and  which  were  not  then  payable,  and  as  to  the  claims  of  all  other 
^persons  not  known  to  such  prisoner  at  the  time  of  such  adjudi-  r^cqr 
cation,  who  may  be  endorsees  or  holders  of  any  negotiable  security  *- 
set  forth  in  such  schedule  so  sworn  to  as  aforesaid,  "(a)  And  the  90th 
section  enacts,  ^'  that  no  person  who  shall  have  become  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  this  act  by  any  such  adjudication  as  aforesaid,  shall  at  any  time 
hereafter  be  imprisoned  by  reason  of  the  judgment  so  as  aforesaid  entered 
up  against  him  or  her  according  to  this  act,(5)  or  for  or  by  reason  of  any 
debt  or  sum  of  money  or  costs,  with  respect  to  which  such  person  shall 
have  become  so  entitled,  or  for  or  by  reason  of  any  judgment,  decree,  or 
order  for  payment  of  the  same ;  but  that,  upon  every  arrest  or  detainer 
in  prison  upon  any  such  judgment  so  entered  up  as  aforesaid,  or  for  or 
by  reason  of  any  such  debt  or  sum  of  money,  or  costs,  or  judgment, 
decree,  or  order  for  payment  of  the  same,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  judge 
of  the  court  from  which  any  process  shall  have  issued  in  respect  thereof, 
and  such  judge  is  hereby  required,  upon  proof  made  to  his  satisfaction 
that  the  cause  of  duch  arrest  or  detainer  is  such  as  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, to  release  such  prisoner  from  custody,  unless  it  shall  appear  to 
such  judge,  upon  inquiry,  that  such  adjudication  as  aforesaid  was  made 
without  due  notice,  where  notice  is  by  this  act  required,  being  given  to, 
or  acknowledged  by,  the  plaintiff  on  such  process,  or  being  by  him  dis- 
pensed with  by  the  acceptance  of  a  dividend  under  this  act,  or  other- 
wise." The  demand  of  this  plaintiff  was  not  a  debt  '^  due  or  growing 
due  at  the  date  of  the  vesting  order."  [V.  Williams,  J.  The  birth  of 
the  debt  is,  in  one  sense,  the  drawing  of  the  bills.] 

Assuming  that  this  was  a  debt  due,  or  growing  due,  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  vesting  order,  the  discharge  of  the  insolvent  did  not  enure 
as  a  discharge  *from  the  costs  of  the  action.  The  action  was  not  r^sog 
commenced  until  after  the  date  of  the  petition:  and  the  79th 
section, — the  only  one  which  applies  to  costs, — speaks  only  of  costs 
incurred  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  petition.  The  costs,  from  which  the 
party  has  no  discharge,  forming  part  of  this  judgment,  the  court  cannot, 
without  unwarrantably  extending  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  make  this 
rule  absolute.  Besides,  the  court  will  not  relieve  an  insolvent,  upon  a 
summary  application,  where  he  neglects  to  avail  himself  of  an  opportunity 

(a)  Vidt  Lambert  v.  Smith,  post,  T.  T.  1851.  (()  Under  8.  87. 
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«f  pleadmg  faiB  diMhaxge  jmt«  <laiTew  tf oRtiMVOfias :  Sharp  v.  D' AImaiDe» 
8  DowL  P.  C.  664.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  What  oppartnikity  had  the  defend* 
ant  here  to  plead  ?  TbB  matter  of  defence  did  net  eziat  at  the  time  the 
canee  was  tried.] 

MtUefj  in  support  of  his  nde.  The  defendant  is  clearly  entitled  to  his 
discharge,  both  in  respect  of  the  debt  and  the  costs  of  the  aetioBi 
[Maule,  J.  To  whom  iras  there  a  debt  doe  at  the  date  of  the  vesting 
order  7]  There  was  an  inchoate  debt,  growing  dne  to  tiie  party  wlie 
might  ultimately  turn  out  to  be  the  holder  of  the  bills.  It  is  not  neces-^ 
aary,  upon  the  fair  construction  of  the  statute,  that  the  debt  should  be 
due  or  growing  due  to  a  person  named  in  the  geheduU:  the  insolvent  has 
no  means  of  knowing  who  is  the  holder  of  the  bills.  In  Reeves  r.  Lam* 
bert,  4  B.  &  C.  214,  the  defendant,  being  indebted  to  A.  for  goods  sold, 
accepted  a  bill  drawn  by  A.  for  the  amount,  which  became  due  in  October, 
1828 :  before  that  time,  the  defendant  became  insolvent,  and  presented 
his  petition  to  be  discharged,  under  the  1  G-.  4,  c  119,  and,  in  his 
schedule  delivered  into  the  insolvent  debtors  court,  he  stated  that  he  was 
indebted  to  A.  for  goods,  and  that  A.  held  his  acceptance  for  the  amount, 
which  became  due  in  October,  1828.  A.  had  endorsed  the  bill  to  B.,  but  the 
*5871  ^^^^^^^  ^^  ignorant  of  that  '^'fact :  B.  having  brought  an  action 
against  the  insolvent  upon  the  bill,  the  latter  pleaded  his  discharge 
under  the  insolvent  debtors  act ;  and  it  was  held  that  die  schedule  contained 
a  true  description  of  the  person  to  whom  the  insolvent  was  indebted, 
within  the  meaning  of  s.  6, — ^which  required  that  the  insolvent  should,  with- 
in a  certain  time  after  presenting  his  petition,  *^  deliver  into  the  court 
a  schedule  containing  a  full  and  true  description  of  every  person  to  whom 
such  prisoner  shall  be  then  indebted,  or  who  to  his  or  her  knowledge  or 
belief  shall  claim  to  be  his  or  her  creditor."  And  the  court  th«re  say: 
^^  This  act  of  parliament  must  receive  a  reasonable  construction.  The  law 
forces  no  man  to  do  impossible  things ;  and  there  may  be  many  cases  where 
it  would  be  impossible  for  a  prisoner  to  insert  in  his  schedule  the  name  of 
the  particular  holder  of  a  bill.  The  prisoner  in  his  schedule  has  given 
notice  to  the  real  creditor ;  for,  he  has  described  the  security  of  which 
she  was  the  holder.  He  has,  therefore,  described  the  original  debt,  the 
original  creditor,  and  the  security  for  that  debt.  If  we  were  to  hold 
that  this  schedule  did  not  contain  a  sufficient  description  of  the  persons 
to  whom  the  prisoner  was  indebted,  there  might,  in  many  instances,  be  an 
insuperable  difficulty  in  the  way  of  a  prisoner's  obtaining  his  discharge. 
Suppose  he  had  made  inquiry  of  Mrs.  Reynolds  to  whom  she  had  ^idorsed 
the  bill,  and  she  had  refused  to  tell  him;  or,  suppose  that  she  had  told 
him,  and  the  endorsee  had  endorsed  it  over  to  another,  and  refused  to 
tell  him  to  whom,  it  would  have  been  impossible  to  describe  the  real 
holder  of  the  bill."  [Wildb,  G.  J.  Does  it  appear  by  the  affidavits 
when  the  bills  were  first  handed  to  Melton  ?]  Not  very  distinctly.  They 
were  in  his  hands  at  the  date  of  the  vesting  order :  that  appears  from 
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the  achedule.    The  defeadairt  is  clearly  trithin  the  fiOth  seotian  of  thr 
slatate. 

'^'Then^  being  entitled  to  his  discharge  from  the  debt,  he  ifi,  by  p^^^o^ 
force  of  Hie  Tdth  section,  discharged  from  the  costs  also.  The  ■- 
judgment  is  entire :  if  the  defendant  is  impropwly  detained  in  respect 
of  part,  he  is  entitled  to  be  discb«rged  altogether.  In  Tilby  v.  Best,  16 
East,  168,  it  was  held,  that^  if  jadgment  be  entered  up  for  the  penalty 
of  a  bond  given  to  secure  an  annuity,  and  the  defendant  is  taken  in  exe- 
elation  thereon,  when  the  warrant  of  attorney  under  which  such  judgment 
was  entered  up  only  authoriied  the  taking  out  of  execution  for  the  arrears, 
the  court  will  ^et  aside  the  execution  in  toto^  and  not  merely  discharge 
the  defendant  pro  tcmto.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  In  Yansandon  t;.  Gorsbie,  1 
Chitt  Bep.  16,(a)  Baylbt,  B.,  says :  ^^  It  is  quite  clear,  that,  if  you  sue 
for  a  debt  which  canies  interest,  and  obtain  judgment,  and  the  party 
afterwards  becomes  a  bankrupt  (the  original  debt  being  provable  under 
the  commission),  and  he  obtains  his  certificate,  the  interest  and  subsequent 
Bosts  are  not  seyerable  from  the  original  debt,  but  the  whole  is  barred  by 
the  certificate."  So,  in  Holding  v.  Lnpey,  7  J.  B.  Moore,  614,  where  a 
eemnussion  of  bankruptcy  having  been  sued  out  against  the  plaintiff,  he 
brought  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  commissioners  for  false  imprison- 
ment, and  was  nonsuited,  and  they  entered  up  judgment  accordingly,  and 
the  commission  was  afterwards  superseded,  on  which  another  ccanmission 
was  sued  out,  founded  on  the  same  act  of  bankruptcy  as  the  first,  under 
which  second  oommission  the  plaintiff  obtained  his  certificate,  and  the 
defendants  afterwards  charged  him  in  execution  for  the  costs  of  the  non- 
suit,— ^it  witft  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody, 
such  costs  being  '^'provable  xmder  the  second  commission.]  It  is  r^^t-nQ. 
icpiite  clear  that  the  costs  must  follow  the  fate  of  the  original  debt,  '- 
even  without  the  Aid  of  the  79th  section.  Our.  adv.  vult. 

WiLpSy  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court.(6) 
The  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  his  discharge 
from  custody  as  to  this  action*  It  appears  from  the  69th  section  of  the 
statute  1  &  2  Yict.  c.  110, — which  prescribes  what  shall  appear  in  the 
insolvent's  schedule, — that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  party  to  state  therein,, 
not  only  the  names  of  those  persons  who  are  creditors,  but  also  the  names* 
of  those  who  claim  to  be  creditors,  or  whom  he  believes  to  claim  to  be- 
creditors,  but  whose  claims  he  does  not  admit.  Here,  it  was  stated  iui 
the  schedule,  as  originally  filed  by  the  defendant,  that  one  Melton  claimed! 
to  be  a  creditor  in  respect  of  two  bills  of  exchange  which  had  been< 
delivered  to  him  by  the  insolvent  for  the  purpose  of  getting  discounted,, 
and  the  proceeds  of  which  Melton  had  applied  to  his  own  use, — ^thereby 
importing  that  Melton  had  negotiated  the  bills.    It  does  not  appeas- 

(a)  S.  0.  per  nom.  Van  Saad»a  v.  Oerabie,  S  B.  4(  Aid.  IS.  And  ma  Ymi  Sradna  v.  Conbie, 
in  0.  P,  2  J.  B.  Moore,  602. 

(a)  The  judges  who  were  present  at  the  argument^  were,  Wildb,  C.  J,,  Mavlb,  J.>  Y.  WxXi- 
UAifSy  J^  and  Talpoubp,  J. 
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when  the  bills  were  given  to  Melton ;  but,  looking  at  the  dates  of  the 
bills,  it  is  probable  that  they  were  negotiated  before  the  24th  of  May, 
the  day  on  which  the  defendant  filed  his  petition  in  the  insolvent  debtors 
court,  and  the  vesting  order  was  obtained.  The  defendant  afterwards 
amended  his  schedule,  and  stated  therein  that  the  present  plaintiff  claimed 
to  be  a  creditor  in  respect  of  the  same  two  bills,  and  also  stated  that  the 
bills  were,  as  the  defendant  believed,  endorsed  by  Melton  to  the  plaintiff 
^'viO!  ^^^^^  maturity,  and  without  '^'consideration.  Now,  the  75th  section, 
^  which  speaks  of  the  adjudication,  empowers  the  insolvent  debtors 
court  to  discharge  the  party  from  the  several  debts  due,  or  claimed  to  bo 
due,  at  the  time  of  the  vesting  order,  to  the  persons  mentioned  in  the 
schedule,  and  to  any  other  persons  not  known  to  the  petitioner,  who  may 
be  the  endorsees  or  holders  of  any  negotiable  security  set  forth  in  such 
schedule.  In  this  case,  as  soon  as  the  defendant  discovered  that  the 
plaintiff  claimed  to  be  endorsee  of  the  bills  in  question,  he,  by  leave  of 
the  insolvent  court,  amended  his  schedule,  and  inserted  his  name  therein 
as  a  person  claiming  to  be  a  creditor.  The  order  of  adjudication  after* 
wards  made,  was  made  with  reference  to  the  schedule  so  amended.  It 
appears  to  us,  therefore,  that  the  insolvent  did  all  he  could  be  required 
to  do.  There  is  nothing  to  induce  us  to  believe  that  he  knew  the  plain- 
tiff to  be  the  holder  of  the  bills  at  the  time  he  filed  his  petition,  or  that 
he  has  withheld  from  us  any  information  he  could  have  given.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  plaintiff  gives  us  no  information  whatever,  though  it 
appears  he  was  in  attendance  at  the  time  the  order  of  a^udication  was 
made. 

With  respect  to  the  costs — ^the  defendant  clearly  is  discharged  from 
the  judgment.  The  79th  section,  which  provides  for  costs,  after  referring 
to  attachments  of  contempt,  proceeds  to  enact  "  that  every  discharge  so 
adjudicated  as  aforesaid  as  to  any  debt  or  damages  of  any  creditor  of  such 
prisoner,  shall  be  deemed  to  extend  also  to  all  costs  incurred  by  such 
creditor  before  the  filing  of  siteh  prisoner* 9  schedule^  in  ^any  action  or  suit 
brought  by  such  prisoner  for  the  recovery  of  the  same."  The  statute 
makes  no  mention  of  costs  incurred  subsequently  to  the  filing  of  the 
petition ;  and  for  this  reason, — ^that,  if  the  plaintiff  proceeds  after  the 
filing  of  the  petition,  he  is  not  entitled  to  any  costs.  When  a  plaintiff 
^5411  P^^^^^^^  ^^  judgment,  the  debt  or  damages,  and  the  costs,  ^to- 
gether form  one  entire  demand.  We  consider  the  defendant  dis- 
charged from  both  by  virtue  of  the  90th  section. 

As  to  the  costs  of  this  application, — the  case  stands  thus : — The  de- 
fendant has  obtained  his  discharge  under  the  insolvent  debtors  act ;  and 
the  plaintiff  has,  notwithstanding,  proceeded  to  judgment,  and  lodged  a 
detainer  against  him.  The  defendant,  under  the  circumstances,  could  not 
do  otherwise  than  come  to  the  court  for  relief;  and  therefore  we  think  he 
is  entitled  to  have  the  rule  made  absolute,  in  the  terms  in  which  it  was 
moved.  Rule  absolute,  with  costs. 
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A.,  being  iodobted  to  B.,  gave  him  an  order  apon  C,  his  agent,  who,  upon  its  being  presented, 
declined  to  pay  it,  bat  said  he  woald  set  it  off  against  a  larger  debt  dae  from  B.  to  one  D.,  for 
whom  C.  was  anthoriied  to  ooUeot  debts.  C  aoeordingly  credited  Bw  with  the  amoant  mea- 
tioned  in  the  order,  and  debited  the  aooount  of  D.  with  that  amount ;  an  d  D.  afterwards  gave 
A.  a  letter  of  indemnity  against  any  proceedings  B.  might  talte  against  him  in  respect  of  his 
debt  B.  having  subsequently  sued  A.,  and  obtained  Judgment  against  him  (the  action  being 
defended  in  A/s  name  by  D.)»  A.  paid  the  amount,  to  avoid  an  execution : — 

Held,  that  the  circumstances  raised  an  implied  request  by  D.  to  A.  to  pay  the  money;  and  that 
the  sum  so  paid,  was  recoverable  against  D.  in  an  action  for  money  paid  by  A.  to  D/s  use. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt,  for  money  paid,  money  had  and  received, 
and  on  an  account  stated.  The  defendant  pleaded  that  she  was  never 
indebted. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilbb,  G.  J.,  at  the  London  sittings  after 
Hilary  term,  1848,  when  the  material  facts  appeared  to  be,  that  the 
plaintiff,  John  William  Lewis,  being  indebted  to  Richard  Duke  in  1121. 
16«.  6d.y  gave  him  an  order  for  payment  of  that  sum,  on  Macdonald  k 
McQueen,  who  were  agents  to  the  plaintiff.  When  Duke  presented  the 
order  for  payment  ^Macdonald  k  M'Queen  refused  to  pay  the  r^ej^o 
money,  but  told  Duke  that  they  would  pay  the  amount  to  Mrs.  ^ 
Campbell,  the  defendant,  for  whom  they  were  authorized  to  collect  debts, 
in  part  payment  of  a  debt  of  350Z.,  which  the  defendant  claimed  as  due 
to  her  from  Duke.  Macdonald  k  M' Queen  accordingly  debited  the 
plaintiff,  and  credited  the  defendant,  with  the  amount  of  the  order,  and 
gave  the  plaintiff,  on  behalf,  and  in  the  name  of,  the  defendant,  on  the 
29th  of  August,  1843,  a  letter  stating  that  the  sum  of  112/.  16«.  M., 
owing  by  the  plaintiff  to  Duke,  being  attached  by  her  in  the  hands  of 
the  plaintiff's  agents,  she  undertook  to  exonerate  and  bear  him  harmless 
against  any  steps  which  Duke  might  take  against  him  in  respect  of  that 
sum.  These  transactions  were  communicated  to  the  defendant,  who  ap- 
proved of  what  her  agents  had  done,  and  claimed  the  amount  mentioned 
in  the  order,  as  a  debt  due  to  her  from  Macdonald  &;  M' Queen,  and  received 
a  dividend  on  it,  when  they  became  bankrupts.  Afterwards,  in  1846,  an 
action  was  brought  by  Duke  against  the  present  plaintiff,  which  was 
defended,  in  his  name,  and  by  his  permission,  by  Mrs.  Campbell,  the 
present  defendant, — pleading,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  debt  due 
from  the  plaintiff  to  Duke  had  been  paid,  by  his  consent,  to  the  present 
defendant.  This  defence,  however,  was  unsuccessful ;  and  the  present 
plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  160Z.  13«.  6(2.,  the  amount  for  which  Duke 
obtained  judgment,  in  order  to  avoid  being  taken  under  a  capias  ad  satii- 
faciendum. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  160/. 
13«.  6c2.,  with  liberty  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  to 
reduce  the  verdict  to  112/.  16«.  6d. 

ByUsj  Serjt^  in  Saster  term,  1848,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

VOL.  VIII. — 43  2  F 
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*^431  ^^  submitted  that  the  action  for  *money  paid,  or  money  had  and 
-"  received,  would  not  lie,  under  the  circumstances,  the  order  given 
by  Lewis  to  Duke  never  having  in  fact  produced  money :  and  he  referred 
to  Stephens  v.  Badcock,  8  B.  &  Ad.  854,  Spencer  v.  Parry,  8  Ad.  k  E. 
881,  4  N.  &  M.  770,  and  Lubbock  v.  Tribe,  8  M.  &  W.  607. 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  and  Montague  Smithy  in  Trinity  term  last,  showed 
cause.  An  action  for  money  paid  will  lie  wherever  one  man  has  paid 
money  at  the  request,  either  express  or  implied,  of  another.  Li  Howes 
V.  Martin,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  162,  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  party  desires 
an  action  brought  against  another  person  to  be  defended,  in  which  action 
he  is  concerned,  and  by  the  event  of  which  he  may  be  benefited,  and  the 
action  is  defended  accordingly,  and  the  defence  fails,  the  party  at  whose 
request  such  defence  was  undertaken  is  liable  to  pay  the  expenses.  An 
opinion  to  the  same  effect  was  intimated  by  this  court  in  Williamson  v* 
Henley,  6  Bingh.  299,  8  M.  &;  P.  781.  The  principle  is  well  stated  by 
Pollock,  G.  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  Brittain  v. 
Lloyd,  14  M.  &  W.  762.  "  If,"  says  his  lordship,  "  one  requests  another 
to  pay  money  for  him  to  a  stranger,  with  an  express  or  implied  under- 
taking to  repay  it,  the  amount,  when  paid,  is  a  debt  due  to  the  party 
paying,  from  him  at  whose  request  it  is  paid,  and  may  be  recovered  on  a 
count  for  money  paidi  and  it  is  wholly  immaterial  whether  the  money  is 
paid  in  discharge  of  a  debt  due  to  the  stranger,  or  as  a  loan,  or  gift,  to 
him ;  on  which  two  latter  suppositions  the  defendant  is  relieved  from  no 
liability  by  the  payment.  The  request  to  pay,  and  the  payment  according 
to  it,  constitute  the  debt ;  and,  whether  the  request  be  direct,  as,  where  the 
party  is  expressly  desired  by  the  *defendant  to  pay,  or  indirect, 
-^  where  he  is  placed  by  him  under  a  liability  to  pay,  and  does  pay, 
makes  no  difference.  If  one  ask  another,  instead  of  paying  money  for  him, 
to  lend  him  his  acceptance  for  his  accommodation,  and  the  acceptor  is 
obliged  to  pay  it,  the  amount  is  money  paid  for  the  borrower,  although  the 
borrower  be  no  party  to  the  bill,  nor  in  any  way  liable  to  the  person 
who  ultimately  receives  the  amount.  The  borrower,  by  requesting  the 
acceptor  to  assume  the  character  which  ultimately  obliges  him  to  pay, 
impliedly  requests  him  to  pay,  and  is  as  much  liable  to  repay,  as  he  would 
be  on  a  direct  request  to  pay  money  for  him,  with  a  promise  to  repay  it. 
In  every  case,  therefore,  in  which  there  has  been  a  payment  of  money 
by  a  plaintiff  to  a  third  party,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  express  or 
implied,  on  a  promise,  express  or  implied,  to  repay  the  amount,  this  form 
of  action  is  maintainable."  [Maulb,  J.  Spencer  v.  Parry,  if  good  law, 
reduces  you  to  the  necessity  of  showing  some  other  ground  than  release 
of  liability.]  J^ttbson,  J.,  in  that  case,  says :  ^'  If  a  man  pays  a  debt 
for  another,  at  nis  request,  no  doubt  he  may  recover  the  amount  as  money 
paid."  There  was  ample  evidence  of  request  here.  The  amount  would 
be  recoverable  also  under  the  count  for  money  had  and  received: 
Andrew  v.  Robinson,  8  Oampb.  199;   Glyn  v.  Baker,  18  East,  609. 


* 
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[Wilde,  C.  J.,  referred  to  Howell  v.  Batt,  5  B.  &;  Ad.  504,  2  N.  &; 
M.  381.] 

Bt/les,  Serjt.,  and  A.  Pollock^  in  support  of  the  rule.  Money  paid  lies 
only  ^vhere  there  has  been  a  distinct  request  by  the  party  to  pay  the 
money,  and  the  payment  is  made  in  consequence,  or  where  the  payment  is 
made  in  discharge  of  a  legal  liability  contracted  by  the  *party  r+r^r 
paying  it,  at  the  request,  express  or  implied,  of  the  defendant.  ^ 
[Maule,  J.  Where  money  is  received  under  circumstances  which  make 
it  right  and  equitable  that  it  should  be  returned,  it  may  be  recovered  back 
on  a  count  for  money  had  and  received.  May  it  not  also  be  said,  that, 
where  money  has  been  paid  under  circumstances  which  make  it  just  and 
equitable  that  it  should  be  repaid,  it  may  be  recovered  back  on  a  count 
for  money  paid  ?]  It  is  submitted  that  it  cannot.  There  clearly  was  no 
express  request  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the  money :  and 
none  can  be  implied  from  the  circumstances.  Spencer  v.  Parry  is  directly 
in  point.  There^  a  tenant,  by  a  written  agreement  under  which  he  took 
premises,  engaged  to  pay  taxes  which,  by  statute,  were  due  from  the 
landlord :  he  made  default ;  and  the  landlord,  having  been  obliged  to  pay, 
sued  him  for  the  amount  as  money  paid  to  his  use :  and  it  was  held, 
that,  as  the  landlord  was  originally  liable  for  the  taxes,  and  was  exempted 
from  them  only  by  agreement  with  the  tenant,  he  should  have  declared 
specially  on  such  agreement,  and  could  not  recover  on  the  indebitatus 
count.  In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court.  Lord  Denman  says : 
*^  The  plaintiff's  payment  relieved  the  defendant  from  no  liability  but 
what  arose  from  the  contract  between  them.  The  tax  remained  due  by 
his  default,  which  would  give  a  remedy  on  the  agreement :  but  it  was 
paid  to  one  who  had  no  claim  upon  him,  and  therefore  not  to  his  use.'* 
Mr.  Baron  Parke,  in  Lubbock  v.  Tribe,  treats  that  case  as  laying  down 
the  correct  principle.  [Maule,  J.  The  principle  which  my  brother 
Parke  there  means  to  refer  to,  is,  that,  where  there  is  no  other  ground 
upon  which  to  rest  the  right  to  recover  the  money,  than  the  release  from 
a  liability,  you  must,  in  order  to  sustain  the  action,  show  that  there  has 
been  a  release  from  liability.]  In  Gumming  v.  Bedborough,  15  M.  k  W. 
438,  ♦it  was  held,  that,  where  a  tenant  pays  property-tax  assessed  r+g^g 
on  the  premises,  and  omits  to  deduct  it  in  his  next  payment  of 
rent,  he  cannot  afterwards  recover  the  amount  as  money  paid  to  the  use 
of  the  landlord. 

The  plaintiff  clearly  is  not  entitled  to  recover  on  the  count  for  money 
had  and  received.  If  received  to  the  use  of  any  one,  it  was  received  to 
the  use  of  Duke.  There  was  no  assent  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
to  make  it  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff:  Williams 
V.  Everett,  14  East,  582 ;  Wharton  v.  Walker,  4  B.  &  C.  163,  6  D.  &  R. 
288 ;  Shaw  v.  Picton,  4  B.  &  C.  715,  7  D.  &  E.  201 ;  Lee  v.  Merrett, 
8  Q.  B.  820. 
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At  all  erents,  the  defendant  cannot  be  held  liable  for  the  costs  of  the 
former  action.  Cfur.  adv.  wJJb. 

WiLDB,  G.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court  [after  stating 
the  facts,  vt  anti] : — 

The  argument  titmed  mainly  upon  the  question,  whether  the  count  for 
money  paid,  was  sustained  by  the  facts  in  evidence.  And  in  the  view  we 
take  of  the  case,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  discuss  any  other  question. 
It  appears  to  us,  that  the  defendant,  being  bound  by  her  guarantee  to 
indemnify  the  plaintiff  against  Duke's  action,  and  the  plaintiff  having, 
at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  taken  upon  himself  the  character  of 
defendant  in  that  action,  and  having  permitted  the  defendant  to  conduct 
the  defence,  and  the  defendant  having  acted'  on  that  permission,  an 
implied  contract  was  raised  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  pay  any- 
thing which  might  be  necessary,  in  the  event  of  a  judgment  being  obtained 
against  the  defendant,  for  the  protection  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  con- 
sequences of  that  judgment ;  and,  in  the  event  of  the  defendant's  failure 
*5471  ^^  ™^o  8u<^h  payment,  *that  an  authority  from  her  was  to  be 
•^  implied,  authorizing  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  payment  for  her,  so 
as  to  make  it  money  paid  to  her  use.  "^ 

Thus  it  was,  that,  in  the  case  of  Howes  v.  Martin,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C. 
162,  where  the  plaintiff  had  accepted  a  bill  for  the  defendant,  and  had, 
at  his  request,  defended  an  action  brought  on  the  bill,  and  had  paid  the 
debt  and  costs  recovered  in  that  action.  Lord  Kenton  held  that  the 
amount  was  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  use^of  the  defendant,  on 
the  ground  that,  as  the  defendant  was  personally  interested,  and  had 
directed  the  defence  to  be  made,  by  which  he  might  have  been  benefited, 
the  money  must  be  considered  to  have  been  laid  out  by  the  plaintiff  on 
his  account  and  to  his  use. 

In  the  case  of  Brittain  v.  Lloyd,  14  M.  &  W.  762,  the  plaintiff,  an 
auctioneer  employed  by  the  defendant  to  sell  some  property,  had  incurred 
a  liability  to  pay  the  auction-duty,  and  had  been  compelled  to  pay  it ; 
and  the  court  held  that  he  might  recover  the  amount  as  money  paid  to 
the  defendant's  use.  The  reason  of  that  decision  appears  to  us  to  com- 
prehend the  present  case.  "  It  is  clear,"  the  court  says,  in  its  judgment, 
^^  that  if  one  requests  another  to  pay  money  for  him  to  a  stranger,  with 
an  express  or  implied  undertaking  to  repay  it,  the  amount,  when  paid,  is 
a  debt  due  to  the  party  paying,  from  him  at  whose  request  it  is  paid, 
and  may  be  recovered  on  a  count  for  money  paid ;  and  it  is  wholly  im- 
material whether  the  money  is  paid  in  discharge  of  a  debt  due  to  the 
Btranger,  or  as  a  loan  or  gift  to  him ;  on  which  two  latter  supposi- 
tions the  defendant  is  relieved  from  no  liability  by  the  payment.  The 
request  to  pay,  and  the  payment  according  to  it,  constitute  the  debt ; 
and  whether  the  request  be  direct,  as  where  the  party  is  expressly 
♦'URi  ^^®^''®^  ^7  *^®  defendant  to  pay,  or  indirect,  where  he  *is  placed 
-'  by  him  under  a  liability  to  pay,  and  does  pay,  makes  no  differ- 
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ence.  If  one  asks  another,  instead  of  paying  money  for  him,  to  lend 
him  his  acceptance  for  his  accommodation,  and  the  acceptor  is  obliged  to 
pay  it,  the  amonnt  is  money  paid  for  the  borrower,  although  the  borrower 
be  no  party  to  the  bill,  nor  in  any  way  liable  to  the  person  who  ulti- 
mately receives  the  amonnt.  The  borrower,  by  requesting  the  acceptor 
to  assume  that  character  which  ultimately  obliges  him  to  pay,  impliedly 
requests  him  to  pay ;  and  is  as  much  liable  to  repay,  as  he  would  be  on 
a  direct  revest  to  pay  money  for  him,  with  a  promise  to  repay  it/' 

The  case  mainly  relied  on  by  the  defendant,  on  the  argument  of  the 
present  case,  was  that  of  Spencer  v.  Parry,  8  Ad.  fc  E.  331,  4  N.  &  M. 
770,  where  the  plaintiff  had  let  a  house  to  the  defendant,  at  a  rent  of 
42Lj  '^  free  and  clear  of  all  land-tax  and  parochial  tazes :"  the  defendant 
left  the  premises  without  paying  the  taxes,  which  the  plaintiff,  under 
certain  local  acts,  was  compelled  to  pay :  the  court  held  that  this  money 
could  not  be  recovered  under  a  count  for  money  paid  to  the  defendant's 
use ;  but  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  sued  on  the  express  agreement 
to  pay  422.  clear  of  all  land-tax,  &c.,  remarking  (with  reference  to 
certain  cases  in  which  money  paid  to  relieve  a  defendant  from  a  liability 
under  which  he  lay  to  a  third  person  for  payment  of  money,  was  reco- 
vered under  the  count  for  money  paid)  that  ^^  here  the  plidntiff 's  pay- 
ment relieved  the  defendant  from  no  liability  but  what  arose  from  the 
contract  between  them;  the  tax  remained  due  by  his  default,  which, 
would  give  a  remedy  on  the  agreement,  but  it  was  paid  to  one  who  had 
no  claim  upon  him,  and  therefore  not  to  his  use." 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  that  case  are  to  be  considered  aft 
deciding,  generally,  that  an  action  for  money  paid  would  lie  in  no  case 
where  the  defendant  *was  not  relieved  from  a  liability  to  a  third  ^,,^^0 
person,  the  decision  would  apply  to  the  present  case,  but  certaiidy  U 
could  not  be  maintained,  inasmuch  as  there  are  many  cases,  as  observetl 
by  the  court  in  the  case  of  Brittain  v.  Lloyd,  in  which  the  action  can  be 
maintained,  though  the  defendant  has  not  been  relieved  from  a  liability ; 
f.  e.  all  the  cases  in  which,  though  no  such  relief  from  liability  occurs,  a 
request  to  pay,  and  a  promise  to  repay,  are  expressed  or  implied. 

But  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  is  not,  as  we  understand  the  case  of 
Spencer  v.  Parry,  to  he  taken  to  have  decided  any  such  general  propo- 
sition in  that  case ;  the  remark  above  cited  being  intended  only  to  show 
that  the  ground  for  an  inference  of  a  request  to  pay  and  a  promise  to 
repay,  which  is  afforded  by  a  compulsory  payment  to  a  third  person,  by 
the  plaintiff,  of  a  debt  due  to  that  third  person  by  the  defendant,  as  in 
Exall  V.  Partridge,  8  T.  R.  308,  where  the  plaintiff's  goods  had  beea 
distrained  for  rent  due  from  the  defendants,  could  not  exist  in  the  case  ef 
Spencer  v.  Parry.  That  case  was  decided  for  the  defendant,  not  in  the 
absence  of  that  ground  only,  but  because  the  court  were  of  opinion  that 
neither  that  ground  nor  any  other  on  which  an  inference  of  a  request  to 
pay  and  promise  to  repay,  could  be  sustained,  was  to  be  found  in  that  case. 

2f2 
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In  that  case,  the  liabilitj  of  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  taxes  was  not  in- 
carred  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  but  was  antecedent  to,  and  was 
not  affected  by,  the  transaction  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant :  and 
the  court  by  no  means  decided  that,  if  the  plaintiff  incurs  a  liability  at  the 
reque%t  of  the  defendant,  though  for  a  payment  to  which  the  defendant 
was  not  previously  liable,  money  paid  would  not  lie.  In  the  argument  of 
^  ^-  that  case,  a  case  having  been  referred  to,  where  *an  action  had  been 
-'  defended  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  in  which 
the  plaintiff  had  been  obliged  to  pay  the  costs,  Pattssok,  J.,  observed, 
that,  in  that  case,  the  action  had  been  defended  at  Uemley's  (the  defend- 
ant's) request ;  adding,  if  a  man  pays  a  debt  for  another,  at  his  request, 
no  doubt  he  may  recover  the  amount  as  money  paid. 

We  do  not  think  that  the  present  case  is  open  to  the  objection,  that  the 
defendant,  having  expressly  agreed  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff,  can  be  sued 
only  on  the  special  contract,  and  that  no  implied  contract  to  support  a 
count  for  money  paid  is  to  be  inferred  from  that  agreement ;  for,  even  if 
it  were  to  be  conceded  that  such  a  count  could  not  be  supported  by  the 
evidence  of  a  contract  to  indemnify,  in  the  terms  of  the  letter  of  August, 
1843,  and  the  payment  by  the  plaintiff,  aloncy  we  think  there  is  good 
ground  for  such  an  inference  in  the  present  case,  where,  after  the  special 
agreement,  the  plaintiff  permitted  the  defendant  to  defend  the  action  in 
his  name.  From  such  permission,  and  from  the  conduct  of  the  defendant 
in  acting  upon  it,  we  think  an  authority  to  pay  on  account  of  the  defend- 
ant such  sum  as  the  plaintiff  might  be  compelled  to  pay  Duke,  to  relieve 
himself  from  a  capias  ad  $atirfaciendum,  and  a  promise  to  repay  it,  are 
to  be  inferred,  supposing  them  not  to  be  included  in  the  special  contract 
to  indemnify. 

For  these  reasons,  we  think  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Bule  discharged.(a) 

(a)  And  im  R  N.  B.  108  B.,  122  K.,  186  A.,  162  0.,  284  H. ;  Winokwoith  «.  BfiUs,  2  E«p.  N. 
P.  C.  484. 


*561]  *READ  V.  BLATNEY.    Nov.  20. 

The  plaintiffi  on  the  7th  of  June,  reeorered  a  rerdiot  for  9^  2c.  1(2.  in  an  aoUon  of  eontraet,  be- 
fore the  under- sheriiT.  The  writ  of  trial  waf  retainable  on  the  8th : — Held,  that  the  defend- 
ant wai  in  time  on  the  11th  of  June,  to  more  to  enter  a  raggeaUon,  under  the  9  A  10  Viet  e. 
96,  0. 129,  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  ooati ;  and  that  it  waa  not  neceenry  firat  to  more  to  let 
aside  the  judgment,  if  any. 

The  pluntiff,  having  signed  Judgment  and  issued  a  fi,/a,  for  the  damages  and  eo9U  on  the  11th 
of  June,  and  the  defendant  having  paid  the  amount  under  protest^ — the  oonrt  afterwards  made 
absolute  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  reftind  the  costs. 

At  the  trial,  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Middlesex,  on  the  7th  of  June 
last,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  for  9{.  2».  Id.,  the  action  being  on 
contract.    Application  was  made  to  the  under-sheriff  to  stay  the  pro- 
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eeedings,  in  order  to  enable  the  defendant  to  apply  to  this  court  for  leave 
to  enter-«  suggestion  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs,  under  the  9  &  10 
Vict.  c.  95,  s.  129.  That  application  was  refused.  The  writ  of  trial 
was  returnable  on  the  8th  of  June  ;  judgment  was  signed  on  the  11th. 

Corriey  on  the  11th  of  June,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  show  cause  why,  upon  payment  by  the  defendant  of  the  97.  2«.  Ie2., 
the  damages  recovered  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  without  costs,  all  further 
proceedings  should  not  be  stayed ;  or  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  forth- 
with carry  in  the  record,  and  the  defendant  be  at  liberty  to  enter  a  sug- 
gestion thereon  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  costs,  the  verdict  on  the 
trial  being  for  a  less  sum  than  207.,  and  for  the  recovery  of  which  a 
plaint  might  have  been  entered  in  a  county-court  pursuant  to  the  statute 
9  &  10  Vict.  c.  96. 

Joyce  now  showed  cause.  He  submitted,  upon  the  authority  of  Soames 
V.  Cooper,  8  Exch.  88,  Smith  t;.  Roberts,  8  Exch.  89  (a),  18  Jurist,  40, 
and  Vicars  v.  Mould,  18  Jurist,  85,  that  it  is  not  competent  to  a  r^ccco 
^defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  suggestion  under  this  statute,  with-  ^ 
out  also  moving  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  in  case  judgment  has  been 
signed.  He  also  objected  that  the  rule  was  improperly  drawn  up  ^'  upon 
reading  the  writ  of  trial ;"  for  that  the  writ  of  trial  was  not  in  court 
until  it  was  returned,  that  is,  when  judgment  is  signed. 

Corriej  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  defendant  made  this  application 
within  four  days  after  the  return  of  the  writ  of  trial.  He  was  therefore 
clearly  in  time :  and  the  rule  is  correct  in  point  of  form.  In  King  v. 
Erie,  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  595,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  permitted  a  suggestion 
to  be  entered  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs,  qfter  final  judgment  and 
writ  of  execution  issuedj  where  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  could  not 
apply  sooner.  So,  in  Johnson  v.  Beale,  5  M.  &  W.  276,  it  was  held, 
that,  where  a  cause  is  tried  before,  the  sheriff  under  It  writ  of  trial,  and 
judgment  is  signed  thereon  in  vacation,  the  defendant  may  apply  to  the 
court  in  the  following  term,  to  enter  a  suggestion  on  the  roll  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  costs,  under  a  court  of  requests  act,  although  no  appli- 
cation was  made  to  the  sheriff  for  a  certificate  to  stay  the  judgment  and 
execution,  under  the  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  18,  the  court  saying — '^  It  is 
clear  that,  if  this  had  been  a  case  at  nisi  prius,  the  defendant  would  not 
have  been  too  late  to  enter  a  suggestion  on  the  roll ;  and  writs  of  trial 
must  stand  in  this  respect  on  the  same  footing  as  causes  tried  at  nisi 
prius.  Baddley  v.  Oliver,  1  C.  &  M.  219,  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  598,  shows  that 
the  suggestion  may  be  made  even  after  judgment  has  been  signed  and 
execution  issued  on  a  judge's  order." 

Wilde,  C.  J.     I  think  this  rule  must  be  made  absolute  to  enter  a 
suggestion  in  the  terms  prayed,  the  affidavit  ^bringing  the  case  r*553 
within  the  statute.    And  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  motion  is  made 
in  time,  having  been  made  within  four  days  after  the  return  of  the  writ 
of  trial.     I  also  think  there  is  no  incongruity  in  the  rule  being  drawn 
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up  ^^  upon  reading  the  writ  of  trial."    It  was  returnable  on  the  8th  of 
June,  and  was  open  to  the  view  of  the  court  on  that  daj. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  absolute. 


Corriej  on  a  subsequent  day  (Not.  26th), — ^upon  an  affidavit  that  the 
costs  were  taxed  at  137.  8^.  6(2.,  and  execution  issued  for  that  amount, 
together  with  the  debt,  91.  2«.  ld.y  and  that  those  sums  had  been  paid  to 
the  sheriff,  under  protest,  and  with  notice  of  the  rule  of  the  11th  of 
June, — obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the 
ISl.  8s.  6d.  should  not  be  refunded,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  appli- 
cation. 

In  the  following  Hilary  term,  that  rule  was  made  Absolute. 


SLATER  V.  MACKAY.    Nov.  26. 

It  ii  BO  answer  (o  a  motion,  under  the  43  G.  8,  o.  46,  e.  4^  for  the  eosti  of  an  aoUon  upon  a  Judg- 
ment, that  the  original  cause  of  action  (in  which  the  defendant  had  suiSired  judgment  by 
default)  was  one  for  which  the  plaintiff  might  hare  leried  a  plaint  in  the  oountj-conrt,  under 
the  9  A  10  Vict,  c  96. 

The  plaintiff  having  obtained  a  judgment  by  default  against  the  de- 
fendant in  an  action  in  this  court  for  151.  8«.  6(2.  debt,  and  52.  128.  Qd. 
costs,  brought  an  action  of  debt  against  him  upon  that  judgment,  to  which 
^ .  . ..  the  ""defendant  pleaded  nul  tiel  record.  Issue  being  joined  on  that 
^  plea,  and  a  day  given  to  produce  the  record,  the  plaintiff  had 
judgment. 

Needkam^  on  a  subsequent  day,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  de- 
fendant to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  costs 
of  the  last-mentioned  action,  under  the  statute  43  G.  8,  c.  46,  s.  4.(a) 
The  motion  was  founded  upon  an  affidavit  which  stated,  amongst  other 
things,  that  the  defendant  held  an  appointment  in  one  of  the  public  offices 
at  a  salary  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  pay  the  plaintiff  his  demand ;  that 
he  was  residing  in  ready-furnished  apartments ;  and  that  the  only  pro- 
bable mode  of  compelling  speedy  payment  of  the  debt  was  by  proceeding 
to  judgment,  on  which  a  ca.  $a.  might  be  issued.  Mason  v.  Nicholls,  14 
M.  &  W.  118,  was  referred  to. 

j5*.  Milh  now  showed  cause,  upon  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  which 
stated,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  defendant  was  a  clerk  in  the  Ord- 

(a)  Which  enacts,  that,  ''in  aU  actions  which  shaU  be  brought  upon  any  judgment  reoorered 
or  which  shall  be  recoTcred,  in  any  court  of  England,  Ac,  the  plaintiff  or  plain  tiA  in  such  action 
on  the  Judgment  shall  not  recover  or  be  entitled  to  any  costs  of  suit,  unless  the  court  in  which 
such  action  on  the  judgment  shaU  be  brought,  or  some  judge  of  the  same  court,  shaU  otherwise 
order." 
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nanoe-Offioe  in  the  Tower  of  London,  and  was  so  on  the  10th  of  July 
last,  when  the  writ  of  summons  in  the  first-mentioned  action  was  issued ; 
that  the  residence  and  dwelling-place  of  the  deponent,  at  the  time  of  the 
issuing  of  the  said  writ  of  summons,  and  thence  hitherto,  and  at  which 
he  had  thence  hitherto  continually  dwelt  and  resided,  was  at  No.  10 
Bobert  Street,  King's  Road,  Chelsea,  in  the  county  of  Middlesez,  and 
was  so  for  nearly  two  months  *previously ;  that,  before  and  at  ^5^^^^ 
the  time  of  the  issuing  and  service  of  the  said  writ,  and  thence  '* 
hitherto,  the  deponent  was  in  the  habit  of  attending  at  the  Ordnance- 
Office  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  as  a  clerk  in  such  office,  and  did  then 
carry  on  his  business  as  such  clerk,  and  was  in  the  daily  habit  of  pro- 
ceediDg  to  and  from  his  residence  in  Bobert  Street  aforesaid  to  the  Ord- 
nance-Office aforesaid ;  that  the  plaintiff  and  his  attorney  were  during 
all  that  time  well  aware  that  the  deponent  was  such  clerk  as  aforesaid, 
and  was  in  the  habit  of  attending  at  such  office  as  aforesaid ;  that  the 
deponent  was  described  as  of  the  Ordnance-Office,  Tower,  in  the  writ  of 
summons ;  that  the  residence  and  dwelling-place  of  the  deponent  at  the 
time  of  the  issuing  of  the  writ  was,  and  still  is,  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Brompton  County-Court  of  Middlesez ;  that  the  Ordnance-Office 
at  the  Tower  was  and  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Whitechapel 
County-Court  of  Middlesex ;  that  the  debt  claimed  in  the  first-mentioned 
action  amounted  only  to  152.  8«.  6(2.,  and  that  the  deponent  was  liable 
and  ought  to  have  been  sued  in  respect  of  the  said  debt  in  one  or  the 
other  of  the  above-mentioned  county-courts,  and  not  in  this  court,  or  in 
any  other  of  the  courts  at  Westminster ;  that  No.  10  Bobert  Street, 
Chelsea,  and  also  the  Ordnance-Office  in  the  Tower  of  London,  are  both 
within  the  distance  of  twenty  miles  from  Kensington,  the  place  of  busi- 
ness and  residence  of  the  plaintiff,  that  is  to  say.  No.  10  Bobert  Street 
being  within  the  distance  of  three  miles,  or  thereabouts,  and  the  Ord- 
nance-Office in  the  Tower  being  within  seven  miles  from  Kensington 
aforesaid*;  that  the  (original)  cause  of  action  arose  wholly  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Brompton  County-Court  of  Middlesex ;  and  that  the 
plaintiff's  motive  in  bringing  the  action  in  this  court,  and  not  in  the 
county-court,  was,  to  increase  expense,  in  order  that  the  plaintiff  might 
found  an  action  for  more  than  20L  on  the  judgment. 

*  Where  the  plaintiff  has  in  any  way  acted  oppressively  or  with  j-^r  ^^ 
bad  faith,  the  court  will  not  allow  him  the  costs  of  his  action  upon  ^ 
the  judgment.  .  Li  Mason  t;.  Nicholls,  Parke,  B.,  said :  '^  The  creditor 
clearly  had  a  right,  notwithstanding  the  act,  to  bring  an  action  on  the 
judgment  in  the  former  action, — taking  his  risk  of  losing  his  costs  of  the 
second  action, — which  the  court  were  not  in  the  practice  of  giving.'\a) 
In  Hanmer  v.  White,  12  M.  &  W.  619,  1  D.  &  L.  653,  the  plaintiff  hav- 
ing  brought  an  action  of  debt  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  on  a  judgment 
recovered  in  an  inferior  court,  instead  of  removing  it  to  the  superior 

(a)  And  lee  Hopkins  «.  Freeman,  13  M.  ik  W.  372,  2  B.  A  L.  447. 
VOL.  VIII. — 44 
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court  and  issuing  execution,  the  defendant  pleaded  ntU  tid  record:  the 
plaintiff  produced  the  record,  and  applied  for  his  costs  under  the  43  0. 
S,  c.  46,  8.  4 ;  but  the  court  refused  the  application  notwithstanding  the 
defendant  had  pleaded  a  false  plea.  The  plaintiff,  says  Pabkb,  B.,  *''  has 
brought  the  expense  upon  himself,  and  he  must  pay  for  the  pleasure  of 
bringing  the  action  on  the  judgment."  8o,  in  Hall  v.  Pierce,  5  DowL 
P.  C.  60S,  where  the  defendant  had  been  superseded  through  the  neglect 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  refused  to  allow  him  the  costs 
of  an  action  on  the  judgment,  although  the  defendant  had  caused  delay 
and  expense  by  pleading  a  false  plea.  The  only  authority  opposed  to 
these,  is  Cramwell  v.  Barker,  5  Taunt.  264.  These  cases  show  that  misr 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  offering  a  false  or  dilatory 
defence,  is  not  regarded  by  the  court,  where  the  plaintiff  has  misconducted 
himself.  py[AULB,  J.  What  misconduct  was  the  plaintiff  guilty  oft] 
Bringing  an  action  in  the  superior  court,  for  a  matter  which  ought  to 
♦«;^7*i  ^^^^  ^^^  disposed  *of  in  the  county-court.     [Maulb,  J.    If  the 

-I  cause  had  been  tried  in  the  superior  court,  there  might  have  been 
a  certificate  under  the  129th  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  that  the 
cause  was  fit  to  be  tried  in  the  superior  court.  We  cannot  assume  thai 
it  was  not.  The  defendant  pleads  nul  tiel  record  merely  for  delay.  And 
now,  when  his  means  are  in  issue,  he  omits  to  tell  us  what  they  are. 
Wise,  for  the  plaintiff,  referred  to  Reed  v.  Shrubsole,  7  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  630, 
6  D.  &;  L.  707,  where  it  was  held  that  the  county-court  act  does  not  apply  to 
cases  of  judgment  by  default.]  In  Beed  v.  Shrubsole,  one  member  of  the 
court  dissented  from  the  judgment.  In  Newton  v.  Banks,  17  Law  Joum. 
N.  8.,  Q.  B.  187,  by  a  court  of  requests  act,(a)  it  was  proyided  that  a 
plaintiff,  suing  in  any  of  the  courts  at  Westminster,  for  a  cause  of  action 
recoverable  in  the  court  of  requests,  should  not  be  entitled  to  any  costs 
if  he  succeeded :  and  it  was  held,  on  error  brought  on  a  judgment  in  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  debt  and  costs,  the  fact  of  the  defendant's 
being  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of,  and  liable  to  be  sued  in,  the 
court  of  requests,  being  assigned  as  error,  and  the  plea  being  m  ntillo 
est  erratuMj  that  the  judgment,  so  far  as  regarded  the  costs,  was  erro- 
neous. Here,  the  defendant's  affidavit  shows,  that,  at  the  time  the  original 
action  was  brought,  he  was  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of,  and  liable 
to  be  sued  in,  the  Brompton  County-Court  of  Middlesex. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  57,  has  abolished  pro- 
cess against  the  person,  where  the  debt  is  under  202.  The  plaintiff  in  the 
present  case  having  sued  the  defendant,  in  this  coutt,  for  a  debt  of  15/. 
*^^81  ^'*  ^^''  ^^^^^^^^  judgment  against  him  by  default.     The  *de- 

-^  fendant,  it  appears,  holds  a  situation  under  government,  but  pos- 
sesses no  available  property ;  and,  from  a  circumstance  mentioned  in  his 
affidavit,(i)  we  may  fairly  infer  that  process  against  his  person  might  be 

(a)  46  G.  3,  e.  IxzxriiL  s.  14. 

(6)  That  be  had  oallad  hif  orediton  togcthori  and  dfared  io  let  ^art  Wl.  per  aaama  <mt  of 
Ilia  ialai7,  to  liquidate  hia  debti. 
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prodttctive  of  advantage  to  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  has,  therefore, 
brought  an  action  of  debt  upon  the  judgment.  Now,  the  law  says,  that, 
in  an  action  upon  a  judgment,  the  plaintiff  shall  not  recover,  or  be 
entitled  to,  an j  costs  of  suit,  unless  the  court  in  which  such  action  on  the 
judgment  shall  be  brought,  or  some  judge  of  the  same  court,  shall  other- 
wise order.  What  is  to  govern  the  discretion  of  the  court  in  the  matter  ? 
Can  we  have  any  better  ground  than  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  other  pro- 
bable means  of  recovering  his  debt  ?  The  plaintiff,  then,  adopting  the 
only  available  means  of  enforcing  his  judgment,  he  is  met,  not  by  a  plea 
to  the  merits,  but  by  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record.  Thus  the  costs  are  aggra- 
vated by  a  plea  that  is  false  to  the  defendant's  knowledge.  By  whom, 
then,  ought  those  additional  costs  to  be  sustained  ?  The  point  is  not  a 
new  one :  the  matter  has  already  been  discussed  in  this  court,  when  three 
of  the  judges  expressed  a  strong  opinion,  though  one  very  learned  judge 
entertained  doubt.  What  is  the  case  of  Hall  v.  Pierce  ?  The  defendant, 
being  sued  on  a  promissory  note,  put  in  a  plea,  and  afterwards  obtained  a 
summons  to  stay  proceedings,  upon  payment  of  debt  and  costs  within  a 
limited  time,  or  the  plaintiff  to  be  at  liberty  to  sign  final  judgment. 
The  costs  not  being  paid,  the  plaintiff  signed  final  judgment,  and  sued 
out  a  ea.  sa.  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  bail.  The  defendant  rendered 
in  discharge  of  his  bail,  and  was  afterwards  superseded.  The  plaintiff 
then  brought  an  action  on  the  judgment ;  to  which  the  defendant,  after 
obtaining  time  *to  plead,  pleaded  nul  tiel  record.  And  the  court  r^ccq 
say :  ^^  The  plaintiff  is  seeking  to  rectify  his  blunder  in  not  hav-  '- 
ing  charged  the  defendant  in  execution.  The  question,  then,  is,  whether 
the  defendant  ought  to  pay,  or  the  plaintiff  to  suffer  the  consequences  of 
his  own  negligence.  If  the  costs  could  be  separated,  the  defendant  ought 
to  bear  the  expenses  of  his  false  plea  ;  but  the  act  gives  no  power  for  us 
to  award  part  of  the  costs."  Apply  that  here :  the  defendant  has  pleaded 
a  false  plea ;  but  the  plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of  no  default.  The  case 
is,  therefore,  a  distinct  authority  against  the  defendant.  It  seems  to  me, 
that,  in  the  present  case,  it  was  absolutely  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  so 
to  proceed  as  to  be  enabled  to  sue  out  process  against  the  person  of  his 
debtor,  and  that,  under  the  circumstances,  it  would  be  a  denial  of  justice 
to  withhold  from  him  the  costs  of  this  action. 

Maulb,  J.  I  also  think  the  plaintiff,  in  bringing  an  action  upon  the 
judgment  in  this  case,  adopted  the  only  course  that  was  reasonably  open 
to  him  to  enforce  his  rights.  The  defendant  sought  to  stop  his  proceed- 
ings by  a  plea  which  was  false  to  his  own  knowledge ;  and  the  plaintiff 
has  been  necessarily  put  to  41.  or  51.  expense  to  remove  the  impediment. 
The  plaintiff  has  been  quite  blameless,  and  I  see  no  reason  why  he  should 
not  have  his  costs. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  dealing  with  this 
statute,  the  courts  must  be  guided  by  the  particular  circumstances  of  each 
case,  and  not  by  any  general  practice. 

Talfoubd,  J.,  concurred.  Bule  absolute. 
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*560]      *NEWNHAM  «.  BEVEB  and  Another.    Nw.  24. 

The  owner  of  a  rent-charge  in  lien  of  tithes,  distraining  under  the  81  st  section  of  the  6  A  7  W. 
4,  c.  71,  and  afterwards  obtaining  judgment  in  an  action  of  replevin,  is  not  entitled  to  double 
costs  under  the  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  s.  22 ;  neither,  consequently,  is  he  entitled  to  the  "  full  and  rea- 
sonable indemnity  as  to  costs,"  substituted  for  double  costs,  by  the  5  A  6  Vict  c.  97,  s.  2. 

Cbbtain  goods  of  Henry  Newnham  having  been  distrained  for  arrears 
of  a  rent-charge  in  lien  of  tithes  on  the  lands  of  Newnham,  in  Mortimer 
West,  in  the  county  of  Hants,  he  brought  replevin,  for  the  purpose  of 
trying  the  right  of  the  defendants,  who  claimed  such  rent-charge  as  the 
lessees  of  Eton  College,  who  claimed  to  be  the  impropriate  rectors  of  the 
parish  of  Strathfield  Mortimer,  and,  as  such,  to  be  entitled  to  the  great 
tithes  of  Mortimer  West,  which  was  alleged  to  be  a  tithing  of  Strathfield 
Mortimer.  The  action  being  at  issue,  the  proceedings  were  stayed  by  a 
judge's  order,  on  the  29th  of  June  last,  whereby  it  was  ordered,  '^  that, 
upon  payment  of  191.  15s.  5d.  rent-charge  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendants,  together  with  costs,  to  be  taxed,  and  paid  in  two  days  after 
taxation,  all  further  proceedings  in  this  cause  be  stayed,"  &c. 

Upon  the  taxation  of  the  costs,  it  was  insisted  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  that,  inasmuch  as  this  was  an  action  of  replevin,  the  defend- 
ants would,  prior  to  the  passing  of  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  2,(a)  have 
*^f;il  ^^^^  ""entitled  to  double  costs,  and  that,  consequently,  they  were 
-I  now  entitled,  under  that  statute,  to  a  full  and  reasonable  indem- 
nity as  to  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  incurred  in  and  about  the 
action,  and  not  merely  to  costs  as  between  party  and  party. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  submitted,  that,  this  being  an  action  of  re- 
plevin upon  a  distress,  not  for  rent  reserved  by  demise,  but  for  a  rent- 
charge  under  the  tithe  commutation  act,  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  71,  is.  81,  it  was 
not  an  action  in  which,  but  for  the  statute  of  Victoria,  double  costs  would 
be  allowed  under  the  11  G.  2,  c.  19 ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  only  entitled  to  costs  as  between  party  and  party :  and  the  ma^ 
ter's  attention  was  called  to  The  Leominster  Canal  Company  v.  Norris, 
7  T.  B.  500,  and  The  Leominster  Canal  Company  v.  Cowell,  1  B.  &  P. 
213. 

The  master,  however,  taxed  the  costs  upon  the  principle  of  the  statute 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  2.  The  plaintiff  thereupon  took  out  a  summons  to 
review  the  master's  taxation ;  and  the  judge  before  whom  it  was  return* 
able,  referred  the  matter  to  the  court.    Accordingly,  on  a  former  day, 

(a)  Which  enacts,  "  tiiat  so  much  of  any  clause,  enactment  or  provision  in  any  public  act,  or 
acts  not  local  or  personal,  whereby  it  is  enacted  or  provided  that  either  double  or  treble  costs,  or 
any  oUier  than  Uie  usual  costs  between  party  and  party,  shall  or  may  be  recovered,  shall  be,  and 
the  same  are,  hereby  repealed :  provided  always,  that,  instead  of  such  costs,  the  party  or  parties 
heretofore  entiUed,  under  such  last-mentioned  acts,  to  such  double,  treble,  or  other  costs,  shall 
receive  nteh  full  and  rt€t9onabl$  indemnitjf  at  to  all  eottt,  charges,  and  expenses  incurred  in  and 
about  any  action,  suit,  or  other  legal  proceeding,  as  shall  be  taxed  by  the  proper  officer  in  that 
behalf,  subject  to  be  reviewed  in  like  manner  and  by  the  same  authority  as  any  other  taxation 
of  ooats  by  such  officer." 
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ByleSy  Serjt.)  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  show 
cause  why  the  master's  taxation  should  not  be  reviewed.  The  11  G.  2, 
c.  19,  s.  22,(a)  does  *not  apply  to  a  rent-charge,  but  only  to  rent-  r^ccgo 
service,  as  between  landlord  and  tenant.  In  The  Leominster 
Canal  Company  v.  Cowell,  Etrb,  C.  J.,  says :  '^  The  distress  intended 
to  be  protected  by  the  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  is,  a  distress  for  a  certain  rent 
directly  reserved  by  a  landlord  on  his  grant  or  demise  of  land  theretofore 
made.  In  that  case  the  landlord  may  avow  generally,  and  is  entitled  to 
doable  costs.  But  this  is  a  distress  for  rent  by  the  canal  act,(()  charged 
on  the  rates :  it  is  a  mere  rent-charge,  with  a  power  of  distress  given ; 
and  not  at  all  like  the  case  of  rent  reserved  by  tenure.  A  rent-charge 
is  not  within  the  11  G.  2."  The  like  was  held  in  The  Leominster  Canal 
Company  v.  Norris.  So,  in  Bulpit  v.  Clarke,  1  N.  B.  56,  this  court 
held  that  the  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  s.  22,  does  not  extend  to  an  avowry  for  a 
rent-charge.  Lindon  v.  Collins,  Willes,  429,  is  to  the  same  effect.  And 
in  Loyd  v.  Winton,  2  WDson,  28,  it  was  held  that  an  avowry  for  heriot- 
€U9tam  is  not  within  the  statute,  though  an  avowry  for  keriot-service  is. 
[Mauls,  J.  The  words  of  the  statute  clearly  do  not  apply.]  The  sta- 
tute relied  on  as  entitling  the  defendants  to  double  costs,  is,  the  6  &  7 
W.  4,  c.  71,  s.  81,  which  enacts,  '^  that,  in  case  the  said  rent-charge  shall 
at  any  time  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid  for  the  space  of  twenty-one  days 
next  after  any  half-yearly  day  of  payment,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
*person  entitled  to  the  same,  after  having  given  or  left  ten  days'  r^crgg 
•  notice  in  writing,  at  the  usual  or  last  known  residence  of  the 
tenant  in  possession,  to  distrain  upon  the  lands  liable  to  the  payment 
thereof,  or  on  any  part  thereof,  for  all  arrears  of  the  said  rent-charge, 
and  to  dispose  of  the  distress  when  taken,  and  otherwise  to  act  and 
demean  himself  in  relation  thereto,  as  any  landlord  may  for  arrears  of 
rent  reserved  on  a  common  lease  for  years ;  provided  that  not  more  than 
two  years'  arrears  shall  at  any  time  be  recoverable  by  distress."  In  a 
case  which  occurred  before  Mr.  Justice  Coltman  some  time  since,(i)  the 
owner  of  a  tithe-rent-charge  had  distrained  growing  crops,  relying  upon 
the  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  s.  8,  which  authorizes  growing  crops  to  be  distrained 

(a)  Which  reoites,  "that  great  diffloolties  often  arise  in  making  avowries  or  oonuzances  upon 
distresses  for  rent,  qnit-rente,  reliefs,  heriote,  and  other  serrioes/'  and  enacts,  "  that,  from  and 
after  the  24th  of  June,  1738,  it  shall  and  may  he  lawAil  to  and  for  aU  defendants  in  replevin  to 
avow  or  make  oonuianoe  generally,  that  the  plaintiff  in  replevin,  or  other  tenant  of  the  lands  and 
tenements  whereon  such  distress  was  made,  ei^oyed  the  same  under  a  grant  or  demise  at  such  a 
certain  rent»  during  the  time  wherein  the  rent  distrained  for  incurred,  which  rent  was  then  and 
stiU  remains  due ;  or  that  the  place  where  the  distress  was  taken,  was  parcel  of  such  certain 
tenements  held  of  such  honor,  lordship,  or  manor,  for  which  tenemente  the  rent,  relief,  heriot,  or 
other  service  distrained  for  was,  at  the  time  of  such  distress,  and  still  remains,  due, — without 
farther  setting  forth  the  grant,  tenure,  demise,  or  title  of  such  landlord  or  landlords,  lessor  or 
lessors,  owner  or  owners  of  such  manor ;  any  law  or  usage  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding :  and, 
if  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs  in  such  action  shall  hecome  nonsuit,  discontinue  his,  her,  or  their 
action,  or  have  judgment  given  against  him,  her,  or  them,  the  defendant  or  defendants  in  such 
replevin  shaU  recover  doable  ooata  of  mit" 

(6)  31  G.  3,  c  Ixiz. 

(e)  Not  reported. 

2G 
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for  rent-service ;  Imt  it  was  answered,  diat  the  6  ft  7  W.  4,  c.  71,  s.  81, 
does  not  say  that  the  owner  of  a  rent-charge  under  that  act,  may  distrain 
what  a  kndlord  might  lawfully  distrain,  but  only,  that,  liaving  lawfully 
taken  a  distress,  he  may  dispose  thereof,  and  otherwise  act  and  demean 
himself  in  relation  thereto,  as  any  landlord  may,  for  arrears  of  rent 
reserved  on  a  common  lease  for  years. 

A  rule  ni»i  having  been  granted, 

Atherton  now  showed  canse.  K  all  the  benefits  of  the  statute  11  0* 
2,  c.  19,  are  to  attach  in  a  case  of  this  sort,  one  of  them,  of  course, 
is,  the  right  '^  to  a  full  and  reasonable  indemnity  as  to  costs."  The  de» 
cisions  in  The  Leominster  Canal  Company  t^.  Norris,  and  The  Leominster  ' 
Canal  Company  v,  Cowell,  turned  upon  the  particular  language  of  the 
local  act.  The  short  report  of  Lindon  v,  Collins  gives  no  reasons  for  the 
decision.  [Maulb,  J.  Loyd  v.  Winton  is  a  clear  authority  that 
♦^ftd1  *^  rent-charge  is  not  within  the  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  s.  22.]  Some 
-I  meaning  must  be  attached  to  the  words  of  the  6  ft  7  W.  4,  c.  71,  s. 
81,  by  which  it  is  provided  that  the  owner  of  the  tithe-rent-charge  may 
'^  act  and  demean  himself  in  relation  to  the  distress,  as  any  landlord  may 
for  arrears  of  rent  reserved  on  a  common  lease  for  years."  [Wilde,  C. 
J.  He  may  conduct  the  distress,  when  taken,  as  a  landlord  may. 
Matjlb,  J.  He  may  impound  the  distress  upon  the  premises;  and  he 
may  sell,  as  the  landlord  may.]  The  fair  meaning  of  the  language  is, 
that  he  shall  have  all  the  rights  which  the  landlord  has,  and,  incidentally, 
the  right  to  double  costs. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  I  see  no  reasonable  ground  for  doubt  that  the  words 
of  the  statute  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  71,  s.  81,  are  abundantly  satisfied  by  hold- 
ing that  the  owner  of  the  tithe-rent-charge  is  to  be  allowed,  on  distrain- 
ing for  it,  all  the  privileges  which  are  conferred  upon  landlords  by  the 
11  G.  2,  c.  19,  in  cases  of  distress  for  rent  in  arrear.  That  does  not 
include  a  right  to  double  costs  in  the  action  of  replevin.  Costs  result 
from  no  act  of  the  party,  but  from  the  adjudication  of  the  court.  The  11 
G.  2,  c.  19,  was  passed  for  the  benefit  of  landlords  of  a  certain  class,  and 
not  of  owners  of  rents-charge.  The  cases  cited,  and  particularly  that  of 
Lindon  v.  Collins,  seem  to  me  to  be  quite  decisive ;  for,  though  the  note  of 
this  latter  case  in  the  text  of  Willes,  does  not  show  how  the  case  was 
determined,  it  appears(a)  from  Mr.  Justice  Abnby's  MS.  that  the  rule 
calling  on  the  prothonotary  to  review  his  taxation  of  (single)  costs, 
was  afterwards  discharged:  ^^  the  court  being  of  opinion,  that,  though  this 
statute  was  in  some  clauses  remedial,  in  others  it  was  penal :  and  that  the 
clause  in  question,  s.  22,  which  was  a  substantive  clause,  did  not,  in 
terms,  '^'include  rents-charge,  and  that,  as  it  was  a  penal  clause,  it 


'565] 


ought  not  to  be  extended  by  construction." 


Maulb,  J.    This  clearly  is  not  a  case  for  double  costs.    The  ovmer 
of  the  rent-charge,  in  distraining  for  it,  may  act  and  demean  himself  in 

(a)  WiUM,  4M  (6). 


8  HANNma,  GBANOEB,  &  SCOTT.  665> 

« 

relation  to  the  distreM,  as  any  landlord  may  for  arrears  of  rent  reserred 
on  a  common  lease  for  years ;  that  is,  he  may,  without  becoming  a  tres- 
passer db  inUioy  conduct  himself  in  a  manner  not  strictly  conformable  with 
the  proper  mode  of  managing  a  distress. 
y.  Williams,  J.,  and  Talfoubd,  J.,  concurred.        Bule  absolute. 


THOMAS  SMITH  t;.  WILLIAM  PRITCHARD,  ROBERT  BEA- 
VER, WILLIAM  TARN  PRITCHARD,  and  DAVID  JONES. 
Nov.  21. 

Where  %  wftmiit  ieeiies  upon  a  judgment  of  %  ooanty-eonrt  against  a  partj  resident  witihin  an- 
other jurisdiction,  and  is  sealed  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  there,  under  the  104th  seotion  of  the 
9  A  10  Viot  c.  95,  the  high-bailiff  of  the  eourt  out  of  which  the  warrant  originally  issued,  is 
not  responsible  for  any  irregularities  in  its  execution  by  the  under-bailiff  of  the  foreign  juris- 
diction, oTen  though  his  own  under-bailifT  assists  therein. 

Under  a  warrant  so  issued  by  one  court,  and  sealed  by  the  clerk  of  another  court,  the  officers 
broke  and  entered  the  premises  of  a  third  person,  under  a  mistaken  impression  that  the  party 
against  whom  the  warrant  was  directed,  was  there ;  and,  upon  the  owner  of  the  premises  rerist- 
ing  their  entry,  the  bailiffs,  under  colour  of  the  114th  section  of  the  statute,  took  him  into 
custody,  and  carried  him  before  a  magistrate : — 

Held,  that  the  high-bailiff  of  the  court  fh>m  which  the  warrant  was  re-inwd,  was  liable  with  the 
under-bailiffs  for  the  breaking  and  entering,  which  was  an  act  done  by  the  latter  under  the 
supposed  authority  of  the  writ ;  but  not  for  the  assault,  which  was  committed  in  the  assertion 
of  a  power  ^iven  by  the  statute  to  the  individual  officer  obstructed. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass.  The  first  connt  of  the  declaration 
stated  that  the  defendants,  on  the  11th  January,  1848,  and  on  divers  other 
days  and  ''^ times  between  that  day  and  the  commencement  of  this  p^^^^ 
suit,  with  force  and  arms  broke  and  entered  a  certain  factory,  and  ^ 
a  certain  factory-yard  thereto  belonging,  of  the  plaintiff,  situate,  &c., 
and  called  and  known  as  The  fountain  MiUa,  and  then  made  a  great 
noise  and  disturbance  therein,  and  continued  therein  making  such  noise 
and  disturbance  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  six  hours,  and 
then  forced  and  broke  open,  broke  to  pieces,  and  damaged  divers,  to  wit, 
ten  windows  of  the  plaintiff  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  factory  and! 
premises,  and  broke  to  pieces,  damaged,  and  spoiled  divers,  to  wit,, 
fifty  panes  of  glass,  and  fifty  iron  bars,  of  and  belonging  to  the  said 
windows  respectively,  and  of  great  value,  to  wit,  lOZ.,  and  then  cast  and', 
threw  about  the  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  fifty  bsJes  of  wool,  of  the- 
plaintiff,  and  also  then  and  there  pulled  down,  prostrated,  and  destroyed,, 
and  tore  away,  severed,  detached,  and  removed  certain  paling  and  fences 
of  the  plaintiff  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  factory  and  factory^yard  of 
the  plaintiff:  By  means  of  which  several  premises,  the  plaintiff  and  hi» 
servants  and  workmen  were,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  not  only 
greatly  disturbed  and  annoyed  in  the  peaceable  possession  of  the  said 
factory  and  premises,  but  the  plaintiff  was,  during  all  that  time,  hindered 
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and  prevented  from  carrying  on  and  transaeting  therein  hia  lawM  and 
necessary  affairs  and  business. 

The  second  count  stated  that  the  defendants,  on,  Ac.,  with  force  and 
arms  assaulted  the  plaintiff,  and  then  seised  and  laid  hold  of  and  beat 
the  plaintiff,  and  with  great  force  and  violence  pulled  and  dragged  him 
about,  and  then  forced  and  compelled  the  plaintiff  to  go,  and  caused  him 
to  be  forcibly  conveyed,  in  custody,  in  and  along  divers  public  streets 
and  highways,  to  a  certain  police-station,  and  there  imprisoned  the  plain- 
tiff, and  kept  and  detained  him  in  prison  there,  without  any  reasonable 
*';a71  ^^  probable  cause  whatsoever,  for  a  long  '''space  of  time,  to  wit, 
-'  three  hours,  at  the  expiration  whereof  the  defendants  forced  the 
plaintiff  to  go,  and  caused  him  to  be  forcibly  conveyed,  in  custody,  to  a 
certain  police^ffice,  and  there  again  imprisoned  the  plaintiff  for  a  long 
time,  to  wit,  two  hours,  and  there  also  then  took  him  the  plaintiff  before 
a  certain  police-magistrate,  and  there  again  imprisoned  the  plaintiff  for 
a  long  time,  to  wit,  two  hours,  contrary  to  law,  and  under  a  false  and 
unreasonable  assertion,  colour,  and  charge  that  the  plaintiff  had  com- 
mitted an  offence  punishable  by  law,  to  wit,  a  misdemeanor ;  whereby 
the  plaintiff  was  then  not  only  greatly  injured,  and  suffered  great 
anguish  and  pain  of  mind  and  body,  and  was  prevented  from  attending 
to  his  lawful  affairs,  but  was  also  thereby  then  greatly  exposed  and 
injured  in  his  credit,  reputation,  and  circumstances,  and  was  subjected 
to  and  put  to  divers  expenses,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  57.,  in  order  to 
obtain  his  liberation  from  the  said  imprisonment ;  and  other  wrongs,  &c. 

The  defendants  pleaded, — ^first,  not  guilty, — secondly,  as  to  the  alleged 
trespasses  in  the  fo'st  count  mentioned,  except  as  to  casting  and  throwing 
about  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff  in  that  count  mentioned,  that, 
at  the  said  times  when,  &;c.,  and  at  each  and  every  of  them,  the  said  fac- 
tory and  factory-yard  and  premises  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  were 
not,  nor  was  any  or  either  of  them,  the  factory,  factory-yard,  or  premises 
of  the  plaintiff,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. 

Thirdly, — as  to  the  said  alleged  trespasses  in  the  first  count  men- 
tioned, so  far  as  relates  to  the  breaking  and  entering  the  said  factory 
and  factory-yard  thereto  belonging,  of  the  plaintiff,  in  that  count  men- 
tioned, and  making  a  noise  and  disturbance  therein,  and  continuing 
therein  making  such  noise  and  disturbance  for  the  said  space  of  time  in 
tiiat  count  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and  then  and  there  pulling  down, 
*f^f{9C\  P^^^^^^^^St  ""destroying,  tearing  away,  and  removing  the  said 
-I  paling  and  fences  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned, 
— ^the  defendant  William  Pritchard  said,  that,  theretofore  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  said  alleged 
grievances  in  the  said  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  23d  of  August, 
1847,  one  Thomas  Smith  the  younger  levied  his  plaint  in  the  Lambeth 
County-Court  of  Surrey,  the  same  being  a  court  constituted  and  holdeu 
under  and  by  virtae  of  a  certain  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  in 


8  MANNINO,  6RAN6BR,  k  SCOTT.  588 

the  session  of  parliament  held  in  the  9th  and  10th  years  of  the  reign  of 
Her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  intituled  ^'  An  act  for  the  more  easy  recovery 
of  small  debts  and  demands  in  England/'  at  the  coart-honse  of  the  said 
court  at  Denmark-Hill,  in  the  parish  of  Gamherwell,  in  the  said  county 
of  Surrey,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  against  one  Benjamin 
Trump,  for  a  certain  cause  of  action  wherein  the  said  court  had  juris- 
diction ;  that  thereupon,  to  wit,  afterwards,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid,  the  said  B.  Trump  was  duly  summoned  to  appear  at  the  said 
county-court  at  Denmark-Hill  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  and  county  afore- 
said, on  the  22d  of  September,  1847,  to  answer  the  said  Thomas  Smith 
the  younger  in  the  matter  of  the  said  plaint ;  that  thereupon,  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  said  B.  Trump  duly 
appeared  in  the  said  court,  at  the  day  and  place  appointed,  to  answer 
the  said  Thomas  Smith  the  younger  in  the  matter  of  the  said  plaint ;  that 
thereupon  such  proceedings  were  then  and  there  had  in  the  matter  of  the 
said  plaint,  that  afterwards,  on  the  22d  of  September,  1847,  at  the  court 
then  holden  at  Denmark-Hill  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  and  county  afore- 
said, within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  before  George  Chilton,  Esq., 
who  then,  and  thence  continually  and  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  war- 
rant of  commitment  thereinafter  mentioned,  was  the  judge  of  the  said  court, 
it  was  by  the  ^consideration  and  judgment  of  the  said  court  adjudged  i-^^./.^ 
that  judgment  in  the  matter  of  the  said  plaint  and  action  should  pass  ^ 
against  the  said  Thomas  Smith  the  younger,  and  that  the  said  Thomas 
Smith  the  younger  should  pay  the  sum  of  21.  lit.  to  the  said  B.  Trump 
for  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  expended ; 
and  thereupon  it  was  then  and  there  ordered  by  the  said  court,  that  the 
said  T.  Smith  the  younger  should  so  pay  the  said  sum  of  22.  11«.  forth- 
with,— as  by  the  said  record  and  proceedings  thereof  remaining  in  the 
said  court  fully  appears :  that  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger  did  not  pay 
the  said  sum  of  2L  lis.  pursuant  to  the  order,  or  at  any  time :  that 
thereupon,  afterwards,  and  after  a  reasonable  time  for  the  payment  by 
the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger  of  the  said  sum  of  21.  lit.,  pursuant  to 
the  said  order,  had  elapsed,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  October,  1847,  and  upon 
the  application  of  the  said  B.  Trump,  a  summons  was  then  and  there 
duly  issued,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  against  the  said 
T.  Smith  the  younger,  by  which  last-mentioned'  summons  the  said  T. 
Smith  the  younger  was  required  to  appear  at  the  said  county-court,  to 
be  holden  at  Denmark-Hill  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  and  county  aforesaid, 
on,  &c.,  at  the  hour,  &c.,  to  be  then  and  there  examined  touching  his 
estate  and  effects,  and  as  to  the  property  and  means  he  still  had  of  dis- 
charging the  said  costs,  and  as  to  the  disposal  he  might  have  made  of 
any  property ;  and  notice  was  thereby  given  to  the  said  T.  Smith  the 
younger,  that,  if  he  did  not  appear,  in  obedience  to  the  said  summons, 
he  might  be  committed  to  the  common  gaol  of  the  said  county:  that  it 
was  duly  proved,  upon  oath,  to  the  said  court,  at  the  court  holden  on  the 
VOL.  VIII. — 45  2  G  2 
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7th' of  Deoember,  1847,  that  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger  waaperaoiH 
ally  serred  with  the  said  summons,  and  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger 
«^7ni  ^^  ^^^  attend  at  the  said  oonrt,  pnrsnant  to  the  said  summons, 

J  *by  reason  of  his  illness ;  and  thereupon  it  was  then  and  then; 
ordered  by  the  said  court,  that  the  hearing  of  the  said  cause  and  matters 
should  be  adjourned  to  the  21st  of  December,  1847,  at  the  court,  kc} 
and  it  was  didy  proved,  upon  oath,  to  the  said  court,  at  the  court  holden, 
ftc.,  on  the  21st  of  December,  1847,  that  due  notice  of  the  said  adjourn- 
ment had  been  given  to  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger ;  and  the  said  T, 
Smith  the  younger  did  not  attend  the  said  court  on  the  last-mentioned 
day,  as  required  by  the  last^mentioned  summons,  and  adjournment  thereof, 
or  allege  any  sufficient  excuse  for  not  so  att^iding :  that,  thereupon,  it 
was  then  and  there  ordered  by  the  said  judge,  that  the  said  T.  Smith  the 
younger  should  be  committed  for  the  term  of  twenty  days  to  the  connfy 
gaol  of  Surrey,  in  the  said  county,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statnlf 
in  that  case  made  and  provided,  or  until  he  should  be  discharged  in  due 
course  of  law :  that  thereupon  one  Charles  Twamley,  then  being  thf 
clerk  of  the  said  court,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  of  December, 
1847,  duly  issued,  under  the  seal  of  the  said  court,  a  warrant  of  oounr 
mitment  directed  to  the  defendant  William  Tarn  Pritchard,  who  then, 
and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  was  the  h^h^- 
bailiff  of  the  said  court,  as  such  high-bailiff,  and  to  the  other  bailiffs  of 
the  said  court,  and  all  constables  and  peace  officers  within  the  jurisdicr 
tion  of  the  said  court,  and  to  the  governor  of  the  county  gacd  of  Surreys 
commonly  called  Horsemonger-Lane  Gaol, — ^which  said  warrant  did 
empower  and  require  the  said  high-bailiff,  bailiffs,  and  others,  to  take 
the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger,  and  to  deliver  him  to  the  governor  of 
the  said  gaol  at  the  county  gaol  of  Surrey  aforesaid,  and  did  empower 
and  require  the  said  governor  to  receive  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger, 
and  him  safely  to  keep  in  the  said  gaol  for  the  term  of  twenty  days 
ncf'fY'ti  ^^^^^  ^^  arrest  under  the  said  warrant,  or  until  he  should  be 

-'  ^sooner  discharged  by  due  course  of  law :  that  the  said  T.  Smith 
;the  younger,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of  January,  1848,  was 
not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  but  was  out  of  the  jurisdicr 
tion  of  the  said  court,  and  was  believed  to  be,  and  was,  within  the  jurisr 
diction  of  the  Southwark  County  Court  of  Surrey,  being  also  a  court 
constituted  and  holden  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  act  of  parliament : 
that,  thereupon,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  defendant 
William  Tarn  Pritchard,  as  such  high  bailiff  of  the  said  Lambeth  Goun^ 
ty-Court  as  aforesaid,  did  send  the  said  warrant  of  commitment  to  Johi^ 
George  Meymott  and  George  Charles  Fletcher,  who  then  were,  and 
thence  hidierto  continually  until  and  at  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  werci 
the  joint^clerks  of  the  said  Southwark  County-Court  of  Surrey,  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  which  court  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger  was  believed 
to  be^  and  was,  together  with  a  certain  warrant  thereto  annexed,  under 
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ihe  hand  of  tiie  cbfendant  William  Tam  I^iuihanl,  as' such  higli-baiKff 
a3  aforesaid,  and  und^r  th^  seal  of  the  said  Lambeth  Oonnt j-Otmrt,  from 
which,  the  said  original  warrant  of  commitment  issa^,  requiring  execu- 
tion of  the  said  warrant  of  commitment  against  the  said  T.  Smith  the 
younger,  wherever  he  should  be  found  within  the  jurisdiction  oi  the  said 
Southwark  County-Court:  that  the  said  John  Qeorge  Meymott  and 
George  Charles  Fletcher,  as  such  joint-ckrks  of  the  said  Southwark 
County- Court,  did  thereupon,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  11th  of  January, 
1848,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Southwark  County-Court,  seal 
the  said  warrant  of  commitment  with  the  seal  of  the  said  Southwark 
County-Court,  and  then  and  there  issued  the  same  to  the  defendant  Wil- 
liam Pritchard,  who  then  was,  and  thence  until  and  at  the  said  times 
when,  &c.,  was,  the  high-bailiff  of  the  said  Southwark  County- Court ; 
and  ^thereupon  the  said  last-mentioned  high-bailiff  became  and  r^erYo 
was  authorized  and  required  to  act  in  all  respects  as  if  the  said  . 
original  warrant  of  commitment  had  been  directed  to  him  by  the  court 
of  which  he  was  so  the  high-bailiff  as  aforesaid  :*  that,  before  and  at  the 
said  times  when,  &c.,  and  on  the  said  11th  of  January,  1848,  in  the  first 
oount  mentioned,  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger  resided,  and  continued 
to  reside,  and  was,  in  the  said  factory  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  first 
count  mentioned, — ^the  same  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
Southwark  County-Court ;  and,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  was 
in  the  said  factory,  and  near  to  and  at  a  certain  open  window  of  the  said 
fitctory,  so  that  the  said  defendant  William  Pritchard  could  touch  and 
take  hold  of  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger,  by  passing  his  arm  through 
the  said  open  window :  that,  thereupon,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said' 
warrant  of  commitment,  and  whilst  the  same  was  in  full  force,  and  unre- 
turned,  the  said  William  Pritchard,  as  such  high-bailiff  of  the  said  South- 
wark County-Court  as  aforesaid,  then  holding  the  said  warrant  of  com- 
mitment, did,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  said  Southwark  County-Court,  and  whilst  the  said  T.  Smith  the 
younger  was  residing  and  was  in  the  said  factory,  and  was  at  and 
near  the  said  open  window  thereof,  pass  his  arm  through  the  said- 
open  window,  in  order  to,  and  did '  then  and  thereby,  take  hold 
of  and  arrest  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger,  and  the  said  T. 
Smith  the  younger  then  forcibly,  and  against  the  will  of  the  said 
defendant  William  Pritchard,  broke  away  and  escaped  from  the  said 
defendant,  and  then  took  refuge  and  remained  in  the  said  factory  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  first  count  mentioned :  that,  thereupon,  the  said  defend- 
ant William  Pritchard,  then  having  reasondble  cause  to  believe,  and  then 
believing,  that  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger  was  then  within  the  said 
^factory,  and  having  first  demanded  and  requested  the  plaintiff  r^t^rinQ 
to  permit  the  said  defendant  William  Pritchard  to  enter  the  said 
factory-yard  and  factory,  in  order  to  search  for,  take  again,  rC'Seize,  and 
arrest,  under  the  said  warrant  of  commitment^  the  said  T.  Smith  the 
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joonger, — which  the  plaintiff  then  wholly  neglected  and  refiised  to  do^ 
but  ol^strttcted  and  hindered  the  said  defendant  from  entering  into  the 
said  factory-yard  or  factory,  for  the  purpose  aforesaid, — and  because  the 
gates  of  the  said  factory-yard  were  then  closed  and  fastened,  and  could 
not  be  opened  by  the  said  defendant  William  Pritchard,  did  break  and 
enter  the  said  factory-yard  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  first  count  men- 
tioned, and,  in  so  doing,  and  because  the  said  defendant  could  not  otherwise 
enter  into  the  said  factory-yard,  he  the  said  defendant  William  Pritchard 
did  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a  little  pull  down,  prostrate,  and  destroy, 
tear  away,  sever,  detach,  and  remove  the  said  palings  and  fences  of  the 
plaintiff,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage  to  the  plaintiff;  and  did  then  enter 
peaceably  and  quietly  into  the  said  factory  of  the  plaintiff,  the  outer  door 
thereof  being  then  open,  in  order  to  search  for,  take  again,  re-seize,  and 
arrest  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger,  and,  in  so  doing,  the  said  defend* 
ant  William  Pritchard,  as  such  high-bailiff  as  aforesaid,  did  then  neces- 
sarily and  unavoidably  make  a  little  noise  and  disturbance  in  the  said 
factory,  and  did  continue  therein  making  such  noise  and  disturbance,  for 
the  said  space  of  time  in  the  said  first  count  in  that  behalf  mentioned, 
being  a  reasonable  time  to  continue  therein. for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  as 
he  lawfully  might  for  the  causes  aforesaid ;  doing  no  unnecessary  damage 
on  the  occasions  aforesaid,  which  were  the  said  alleged  trespasses  in  the 
introductory  part  of  the  said  plea  mentioned. 

Fourthly, — a  similar  plea  to  the  last,  by  the  defendants  Robert  Beaver 
^^741  ^  D&vid  Jones,  down  to  the  ^asterisk  at  p.  572,  line  4 ;  then 
^  as  follows : — That,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the 
said  warrant  of  commitment  as  aforesaid,  and  thence  continually  until 
and  at  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  the  defendant  Robert  Beaver  was  a 
bailiff  of  the  said  Southwark  County-Court,  having  been  theretofore,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  by  a  certain  writing  under  the 
hand  of  the  said  defendant  William  Pritchard  by  him  duly  appointed  to 
be  such  bailiff  to  assist  him  the  said  William  Pritchard  in  the  execution 
of  his  said  office ;  and  thereupon,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  last  afore- 
said, and  before  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  the  said  defendant  William 
Pritchard,  as  such  high-bailiff  of  the  said  Southwark  County-Court, 
delivered  the  said  warrant  of  commitment,  so  sealed  as  aforesaid,  to  the 
said  Robert  Beaver,  so  being  such  bailiff  of  the  last-mentioned  court  as 
aforesaid,  to  be  by  him  executed  in  due  form  of  law :  that,  before  and  at 
the  said  times  when,  &c.,  and  on  the  said  11th  of  January,  1848,  in  the  said 
first  count  mentioned,  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger  resided,  and  con- 
tinued to  reside,  and  was,  in  the  said  factory  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said 
first  count  mentioned,  the  same  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
Southwark  County-Court,  and,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  was 
in  the  said  factory,  near  to  and  at  a  certain  open  window  of  the  said 
factory,  so  that  the  said  defendants  could  touch  and  take  hold  of  the  said 
T.  Smith  the  younger,  by  passing  their  arms  through  the  said  open 
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window ;  whereupon,  and  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  several  pre- 
misesy  and  of  the  sud  warrant  of  commitment,  and  whilst  the  same  was 
in  full  force  and  unretumed,  the  defendant  Robert  Beaver,  as  such  bailiff 
of  the  said  Southwark  County-Court,  and  then  holding  the  said  warrant  of 
commitment,  and  the  said  David  Jones,  as  his  servant,  and  by  his  com- 
mand, did,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
*the  said  Southwark  County-Court,  and  whilst  the  said  T.  Smith  r^r^r 
the  younger  was  residing,  and  was,  in  the  said  factory,  and  was  *- 
at  and  near  to  the  said  open  window  thereof,  pass  their  arms  through 
the  said  open  window,  in  order  to,  and  did  then  and  there,  thereby  take 
hold  of  and  arrest  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger,  and  the  said  T.  Smith 
the  younger  then  forcibly,  and  against  the  will  of  the  said  defendants, 
broke  away  and  escaped  from  the  said  defendants,  and  then  took  refuge 
and  remained  in  the  said  factory  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  first  count 
mentioned :  that  thereupon,  the  defendants,  then  having  reasonable  cause 
to  believe,  and  then  believing,  that  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger  was  then 
within  the  said  factory,  and  having  first  demanded  and  requested  the  plaintiff 
to  permit  the  said  defendants  to  enter  the  said  factory-yard  and  factory,  in 
order  to  search  for,  take  again,  re-seize,  and  arrest,  under  the  said  warrant 
of  commitment,  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger, — ^which  the  plaintiff  then 
wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  do,  but  obstructed  and  hindered  the  said 
defendants  from  entering  into  the  said  factory-yard  or  factory,  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid, — ^and  because  the  gates  of  the  said  factory-yard  were 
then  closed  and  fastened,  and  could  not  be  opened  by  the  said  defend- 
ants, did  break  and  enter  the  said  factory-yard  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
said  first  count  mentioned,  and,  in  so  doing,  and  because  the  said  defend- 
ants could  not  then  otherwise  enter  into  the  said  factory-yard,  they  the 
said  defendants  did  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a  little  pull  down,  pros* 
trate,  and  destroy,  tear  away,  detach,  and  remove  the  said  palings  and 
fences  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  doing  no  unnecessary 
damage  to  the  plaintiff,  and  did  then  enter  peaceably  and  quietly  into 
the  said  factory  of  the  plaintiff,  the  outer  door  thereof  then  being  open, 
in  order  to  search  for,  take  again,  re-seize,  and  arrest  the  ^said  r^cirg 
T.  Smith  the  younger,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  warrant  ^ 
of  commitment ;  and  in  so  doing',  the  said  defendants  Robert  Beaver,  as 
such  bailiff  as  aforesaid,  and  David  Jones,  as  his  servant  as  aforesaid, 
did  necessarily  and  unavoidably  make  a  little  noise,  &c.,  &c. 

Fifthly, — as  to  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  second  count  of  the  decla- 
ration mentioned,  so  far  as  related  to  assaulting  the  plaintiff,  and  then 
seizing  and  laying  hold  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a  little  pulling  and  dragging 
him  about,  and  then  forcing  and  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  go,  and  caus- 
ing him  to  be  conveyed,  in  custody,  in  and  along  divers  public  streets 
and  highways,  to  a  certain  police-station,  and  there  imprisoning  the 
plaintiff,  and  keeping  and  detaining  him  there  for  the  space  of  time  in 
the  said  second  count  of  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and 
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younger, — which  the  plaintiff  then  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  do, 
but  obstructed  and  hindered  the  said  defendant  from  entering  into  the 
said  factory-yard  or  factory,  for  the  purpose  aforesaid, — and  because  the 
gates  of  the  said  factory-yard  were  then  closed  and  fastened,  and  could 
not  be  opened  by  the  said  defendant  William  Pritchard,  did  break  and 
enter  the  said  factory-yard  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  first  count  men- 
tioned, and,  in  so  doing,  and  because  the  said  defendant  could  not  otherwise 
enter  into  the  said  factory-yard,  he  the  said  defendant  William  Pritchard 
did  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a  little  pull  down,  prostrate,  and  destroy, 
tear  away,  sever,  detach,  and  remove  the  said  palings  and  fences  of  the 
plaintiff,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage  to  the  plaintiff;  and  did  then  enter 
peaceably  and  quietly  into  the  said  factory  of  the  plaintiff,  the  outer  door 
thereof  being  then  open,  in  order  to  search  for,  take  again,  re-seize,  and 
arrest  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger,  and,  in  so  doing,  the  said  defend- 
ant William  Pritchard,  as  such  high-bailiff  as  aforesaid,  did  then  neces- 
sarily and  unavoidably  make  a  little  noise  and  disturbance  in  the  said 
factory,  and  did  continue  therein  making  such  noise  and  disturbance,  for 
the  said  space  of  time  in  the  said  first  count  in  that  behalf  mentioned, 
being  a  reasonable  time  to  continue  therein  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  as 
ho  lawfully  might  for  the  causes  aforesaid ;  doing  no  unnecessary  damage 
on  the  occasions  aforesaid,  which  were  the  said  alleged  trespasses  in  the 
introductory  part  of  the  said  plea  mentioned. 

Fourthly, — a  similar  plea  to  the  last,  by  the  defendants  Robert  Beaver 
^^741  ^^  D&vid  Jones,  down  to  the  ^asterisk  at  p.  572,  line  4 ;  then 
^  as  follows : — That,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the 
said  warrant  of  commitment  as  aforesaid,  and  thence  continually  until 
and  at  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  the  defendant  Robert  Beaver  was  a 
bailiff  of  the  said  Southwark  County-Court,  having  been  theretofore,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  by  a  certain  writing  under  the 
hand  of  the  said  defendant  William  Pritchard  by  him  duly  appointed  to 
be  such  bailiff  to  assist  him  the  said  William  Pritchard  in  the  execution 
of  his  said  office ;  and  thereupon,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  last  afore- 
said, and  before  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  the  said  defendant  William 
Pritchard,  as  such  high-bailiff  of  the  said  Southwark  County-Court, 
delivered  the  said  warrant  of  commitment,  so  sealed  as  aforesaid,  to  the 
said  Robert  Beaver,  so  being  such  bailiff  of  the  last-mentioned  court  as 
aforesaid,  to  be  by  him  executed  in  due  form  of  law :  that,  before  and  at 
the  said  times  when,  &c.,  and  on  the  said  11th  of  January,  1848,  in  the  said 
first  count  mentioned,  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger  resided,  and  con- 
tinued to  reside,  and  was,  in  the  said  factory  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said 
first  count  mentioned,  the  same  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
Southwark  County-Court,  and,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  was 
in  the  said  factory,  near  to  and  at  a  certain  open  window  of  the  said 
factory,  so  that  the  said  defendants  could  touch  and  take  hold  of  the  said 
T«  Smith  the  younger,  by  passing  their  arms  through  the  said  open 
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window ;  whereupon,  and  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  several  pre- 
mises, and  of  the  said  warrant  of  commitment,  and  whilst  the  same  was 
in  full  force  and  unretumed,  the  defendant  Bobert  Beaver,  as  such  bailiff 
of  the  said  Southwark  County-Court,  and  then  holding  the  said  warrant  of 
commitment,  and  the  said  David  Jones,  as  his  servant,  and  by  his  com- 
mand, did,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
*the  said  Southwark  County-Court,  and  whilst  the  said  T.  Smith  r^ifrje 
the  younger  was  residing,  and  was,  in  the  said  factory,  and  was  *- 
at  and  near  to  the  said  open  window  thereof,  pass  their  arms  through 
the  said  open  window,  in  order  to,  and  did  then  and  there,  thereby  take 
hold  of  and  arrest  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger,  and  the  said  T.  Smith 
the  younger  then  forcibly,  and  against  the  will  of  the  said  defendants, 
broke  away  and  escaped  from  the  said  defendants,  and  then  took  refuge 
and  remained  in  the  said  factory  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  first  count 
mentioned :  that  thereupon,  the  defendants,  then  having  reasonable  cause 
to  believe,  and  then  believing,  that  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger  was  then 
within  the  said  factory,  and  having  first  demanded  and  requested  the  plaintiff 
to  permit  the  said  defendants  to  enter  the  said  factory-yard  and  factory,  in 
order  to  search  for,  take  again,  re-seize,  and  arrest,  under  the  said  warrant 
of  commitment,  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger, — ^which  the  plaintiff  then 
wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  do,  but  obstructed  and  hindered  the  said 
defendants  from  entering  into  the  said  factory-yard  or  factory,  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid, — and  because  the  gates  of  the  said  factory-yard  were 
then  closed  and  fastened,  and  could  not  be  opened  by  the  said  defend- 
ants, did  break  and  enter  the  said  factory-yard  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
said  first  count  mentioned,  and,  in  so  doing,  and  because  the  said  defend- 
ants could  not  then  otherwise  enter  into  the  said  factory-yard,  they  the 
said  defendants  did  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a  little  pull  down,  pros* 
trate,  and  destroy,  tear  away,  detach,  and  remove  the  said  palings  and 
fences  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  doing  no  unnecessary 
damage  to  the  plaintiff,  and  did  then  enter  peaceably  and  quietly  into 
the  said  factory  of  the  plaintiff,  the  outer  door  thereof  then  being  open, 
in  order  to  search  for,  take  again,  re-seize,  and  arrest  the  ^said  r^^jQ 
T.  Smith  the  younger,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  warrant  ^ 
of  commitment ;  and  in  so  doing',  the  said  defendants  Bobert  Beaver,  as 
such  bailiff  as  aforesaid,  and  David  Jones,  as  his  servant  as  aforesaid, 
did  necessarily  and  unavoidably  make  a  little  noise,  &c.,  ftc. 

Fifthly, — as  to  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  second  count  of  the  decla- 
ration mentioned,  so  far  as  related  to  assaulting  the  plaintiff,  and  then 
seizing  and  laying  hold  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a  little  pulling  and  dragging 
him  about,  and  then  forcing  and  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  go,  and  caus- 
ing him  to  be  conveyed,  in  custody,  in  and  along  divers  public  streets 
and  highways,  to  a  certain  police-station,  and  there  imprisoning  the 
plaintiff,  and  keeping  and  detaining  him  there  for  the  space  of  time  in 
the  said  second  count  of  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and 
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then  forcing  the  plaintiff  to  go,  and  causing,  htm  to  be  oanvejed,  in 
evatody,  to  a  certain  police-office,  and  there  again  impriaoning  the 
pilaintiff  for  the  apace  of  time  in  the  said  second  connt  in  that  behalC 
mentioned,  and  then  also  taking  the  plaintiff  before  a  certain  police*> 
magistrate,  and  there  again  imprisoning  the  plaintiff  for  the  space 
of  time  in  the  said  second  connt  in  that  behalf  mentioned,— -the  defend* 
ants  Robert  Beaver  and  David  Jones  said,  that,  after  the  issuing  of 
the  said  warrant  of  commitment  to  the  defendant  William  Tarn  Prit** 
diard,  as  in  the  said  last  plea  mentioned,  and  before  the  sending  of  the 
same  by  him  to  the  said  clerks  of  the  Sonthwark  Connty-Conrt,  as 
dlierein  mentioned,  and  after  the  sealing  and  issuing  of  the  same  by 
them  to  the  defendant  William  Pritchard,  and  after  the  delivery  by  the 
said  William  Pritchard  of  the  said  warrant  of  commitment,  so  sealed  as 
in  the  said  last  plea  mentioned,  to  the  defendant  Robert  Beaver,  as,  and 
so  being,  such  bailiff  of  the  said  Southwark  County-Conrt,  as  in  that  plea 
mentioned,  to  be  by  him  the  said  Robert  Beaver  executed  in  due  form 
♦^771  *     ^^^^  ^"^^  whilst  the  said  Robert  Beaver  held  the  said  warrant 

J  of  commitment,  and  whilst  the  same  was  in  full  force,  and  unre* 
tumed,  and  whilst  the  said  defendant  Robert  Beaver,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  said  several  premises  in  the  said  last  plea  mentioned,  and  of  the 
said  warrant  of  commitment,  and  as  such  bailiff  as  in  that  plea  mentioned, 
and  whilst  the  said  defendant  David  Jones,  as  the  servant  of  the  said 
Robert  Beaver,  and  by  his  command,  as  in  that  plea  mentioned  and  with* 
in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Southwark  County  Court,  were,  in  the 
execution  of  their  duty  as  such  bailiff  and  servant  as  aforesaid,  arresting 
and  endeavouring  to  arrest  and  detain  the  said  T.  Smith  the  younger,  at 
the  said  open  window  of  the  said  factory  of  the  plaintiff,  as'  in  the  said  plea, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  and  within  the  Metropolitan-police  district,  he,  the  plain- 
tiff, in  order  fo  prevent  and  hinder  the  said  defendants  from  performing 
and  executing  their  said  duty,  did,  with  force  and  arms,  assault,  beat,  strike, 
and  with  an  iron  bar  cruelly  wound  the  said  defendants  Robert  Beaver  and 
David  Jones :  and  that  therefore  they  the  said  defendants  Robert  Beaver 
-and  David  Jones,  then,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  last  aforesaid,  gently  laid  their  hands 
on  and  assaulted  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  take,  and  did  then  take  the 
plaintiff  into  the  custody  of  the  said  Robert  Beaver ;  and  then,  immediately 
afterwards,  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be,*  forced  and  compelled  the 
plaintiff  to  go,  and  caused  him  to  be  conveyed,  in  custody,  in  and  along 
divers  public  streets  and  highways,  being  the  nearest  and  most  convenient 
in  that  behalf,  to  the  sud  station-house  in  the  said  second  count  mentioned, 
the  same  being  within  the  said  Metropolitan-police  district,  and  being  the 
nearest  and  most  convenient  in  that  behalf,  and  then  did  imprison  the 
plaintiff  therein,  upon  the  said  charge,  for  the  said  space  of  time  in  that 
*A7fti  ^^^^f  '^^  ^^e  said  second  count  ^mentioned,  being  a  reasonable 

J  time  in  that  behalf,  and,  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be,  forced 
the  plaintiff  to  go,  and  caused  him  to  be  conveyedi  in  the  said  custody,  to 
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the  Sonthwark  Police-Office,  in  Blackman  Street^  in  the  borough  of 
South warky  within  the  Metropolitan-police  district,  and  then  taken  befoM 
J.  C*9  Esq.y  one  of  the  magistrates  of  the  police-courts  of  the  Metropolis, 
sitting  at  the  said  Southwatk  Police-Court,  and  having  jurisdiction  in  the 
ftietript  in  which  the  said  offence  was  committed,  to  be  examined  by  and 
before  the  said  J.  C,  Esq.,  as,  and  so  being,  such  magistrate  as  aforesaid^ 
tenceming  ihe  preinises,  and  there  imprisoned  the  plaintiff  until  the  said 
J.  C,  Esq.,  could  and  did  adjudicate  on  the  premises,  and  no  longer ; 
and  so  the  said  defendants  Robert  Beaver  and  David  Jones  committed 
Uie  said  alleged  trespasses  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  and  second  pleas. 

To  the  third  plea  (of  William  Pritchard)  the  plaintiff  replied,  that^ 
though  true  it  is  that  the  said  plaint  was  levied  by  the  said  T.  Smith  the 
younger,  in  the  said  Lambeth  County-Court,  against  the  said  B.  Trump, 
and  that  judgment  in  the  matter  of  the  said  plaint  was  adjudged  to  pass 
against  the  said  T.  Smitli  the  younger ;  and  that,  although  true  it  is  thai 
it  was  ordered  by  the  said  last-mentioned  court,  that  the  said  T.  Smith 
the  younger  should;  pay  the  said  money,  as  in  the  said  third  plea  alleged; 
and  though  true  it  is  that  a  summons  was  then  and  there  duly  issued^ 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  against  the  said  T.  Smith  the 
younger,  and  that  the  isaid  summons  was  personally  served  upon  the  said 
T.  Smith  the  younger,  and  that  it  was  then  and  there,  as  in  the  said  third 
plea  alleged,  ordered  by  the  said  judge  of  the  said  county-court  of  Lam^ 
l^th  that  the  said  T. .  Smith  the  younger  should  be  committed  te 
^prison;  and  though  true  it  is  that  a  warrant  of  commitment  p^^f-i^Q 
directed  to  the  said  William  Tarn  Pritchard,  as  such  high-bailiff  ^ 
of  the  said  Lambeth  County-Court,  and  to  the  other  bailiffs  of  the  said 
court,  wa^  duly  issued  under  the  seal  of  the  si^d  court ;  and  though  tfue 
it  is  that  the  said  William  Tarn  Pritchard,  as  such  high-bailiff  as  aforesaid, 
did  send  the  said  waxrant  of  commitment  to  John  George  Meymott  and" 
George  Charles  Fletcher,  the  joint-clerks  of  the  said  Southwark  County- 
Court,  and  that  the  said  J«  G.  Meymott  and  G.  C.  Fletcher,  as  sucL 
clerks  as  aforesaid,  within  the  jurisdiction  and  under  the  seal  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  court,  did  issue  the  said  warrant  of  commitment  to  the  said 
William  Pritchard,  who  then  and  there  was  the  high-bailiff  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  court ;  and  though  true  it  is  that  all  such  proceedings  as 
in  the  said  third  plea  alleged,  were  had,  done,  and  performed  in  the  said 
several  county-courts  respectively ; — ^yet,  for  replication  to  that  plea,  the 
plaintiff  said  that  the  defendant  William  Pritchard,  at  the  said  times  when, 
&c.,  of  his  own  wrong,  and  without  the  residue  of  the  cause  in  the  said, 
third  plea  alleged,  committed  the  trespasses  in  the  introductory  part  of 
the  said  third  plea  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. 

There  were  similar  replications  to  the  fourth  and  fifth  pleas,  of  Beaver 
and  Jones. 

Upon  these  replications  issue  was  joined. 
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The  cause  was  tried  before  Y.  Williams,  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  Middle- 
sex after  Trinity  term,  1848,     The  facts  were  as  follows : — 

The  defendant  William  Pritchard  was  the  high-bailiff  of  the  Sonthwark 
County-Court:  Beaver  was  his  under-bailiff.  The  defendant  William 
Tarn  Pritchard  was  the  high-bailiff  of  the  Lambeth  County- Court:  and 
Jones' was  his  under-bailiff. 

^ro/N-i  Thomas  Smith  the  younger  had  levied  a  plaint  in  an  ^action  of 
-'  trespass  in  the  Lambeth  County-Court  against  one  Trump,  for  an  al- 
leged illegal  distress,  and,  being  nonsuited,  was  ordered  by  that  court  to  pay 
Trump  27.  11«.  for  costs.  A  warrant  issued  out  of  the  Lambeth  County 
Court  against  T.  Smith  the  younger  for  nonpayment  of  those  costs,  and  was 
delivered  by  William  Tarn  Pritchard  to  Jones  to  be  executed.  T.  Smith 
the  younger,  however,  residing  within  the  district  of  the  Southwark 
County  Court,  it  became  necessary  to  obtain  the  assistance  of  William 
Pritchard,  the  high-bailiff  of  that  district,  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by 
the  104th  section  of  the  county-court  act,  9  &;  10  Vict.  c.  95.(a)  Accord- 
*'"811  ^^S^7'  ^^^  warrant  from  the  Lambeth  ^County-Court  was  sent 
^  to  the  clerks  of  the  Southwark  County-Court,  and  by  them  sealed 
and  delivered  to  William  Pritchard,  whose  under-bailiff  Beaver  accom- 
panied Jones  to  the  factory  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  father  of  the 
party  against  whom  the  warrant  was  directed.  The  officers  Beaver  and 
Jones,  believing  that  they  saw  T.  Smith  the  younger  through  a  window 
of  the  plaintiff's  factory,  forcibly  entered  therein  for  the  purpose  of  ap- 
prehending him.  The  plaintiff  resisted  them ;  whereupon  they  retired, 
but  afterwards  returned,  and  took  the  plaintiff  into  custody,  on  a  charge 
of  having  obstructed  and  assaulted  them  in  the  execution  of  their  duty, 
and  carried  him  before  a  police-magistrate. 

The  jury  found  that  Thomas  Smith  the  younger  was  not  in  the  factory 

(a)  Which  enacts,  "  that,  in  all  cases  where  a  warrant  of  execution  shall  hare  issned  against 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  any  party,  or  an  order  for  his  commitment  shaU  have  heen  made  under 
this  act,  and  such  party,  or  his  goods  and  chattels,  shall  be  out  of  the  jorisdioUon  of  the  court, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  high-bailiff  of  the  court  to  send  such  warrant  of  execution  or  of  com- 
mitment to  the  clerk  of  any  other  court  constituted  under  this  aoty  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
which  such  party,  or  his  goods  and  chattels,  shaU  then  be,  or  be  believed  to  be ;  with  a  warrant 
thereto  annexed,  under  the  hand  of  the  high>bailiff  and  seal  of  the  court  firom  which  the  original 
warrant  issued,  requiring  execution  of  the  same ;  and  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  which  the  same 
shall  be  sent,  shall  seal  or  stamp  the  same  with  the  seal  of  his  court,  and  issue  the  same  to  the 
high-bailiff  of  his  court ;  and  thereupon  such  last-mentioned  high-bailiff  shall  be  audiorised  and 
required  to  act  in  all  respects  as  if  the  original  warrant  of  execution  or  commitment  had  been 
directed  to  him  by  the  court  of  which  he  is  the  high-bailiff,  and  shall,  within  such  time  as  shall 
be  specified  in  the  rules  of  practice,  return  to  the  high-bailiff  of  the  court  from  which  the  same 
originally  issued,  what  he  shall  have  done  in  the  execution  of  such  process,  and,  in  case  a  levy 
shall  have  been  mode,  shall,  within  such  time  as  shall  be  specified  in  tbo  rules  of  practice,  pay 
over  all  moneys  received  in  pursuance  of  the  warrant  to  the  high-baUiff  of  the  court  from  which 
the  same  shall  have  originally  issued,  retaining  the  fees  for  execution  of  the  process :  and,  where 
any  order  of  commitment  shall  have  been  made,  and  the  person  apprehended,  he  shall  be  forth- 
with conveyed.  In  custody  of  the  bailiff  or  oflBcer  apprehending  him,  to  the  gaol  or  house  of  cor- 
rection, or  other  prison  of  the  court  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  which  he  shall  have  been  appre- 
hended, and  kept  therein  for  the  time  mentioned  in  the  warrant  of  commitment,  unless  sooner 
discharged  under  the  provisions  of  this  act :  and  all  constables  and  other  peace  officers  shall  be 
aiding  and  assisting  within  their  respective  districts,  in  the  ezeention  of  such  warrant" 
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at  the  time  the  officers  attempted  to  break  in  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
him.  And  the  learned  judge  thought  that  William  Tarn  Pritchard,  the 
high-bailiff  of  the  Lambeth  County-Court,  T^as  not  liable  at  all ;  but  that 
William  Pritchard,  the  high-bailiff  of  the  Southwark  County-Court,  wcu 
liable  for  the  breaking  and  entering  charged  in  the  first  count,  and  the 
defendants  Beaver  and  Jones  for  the  trespasses  charged  in  both  counts. 

A  verdict  was  thereupon  taken  for  the  defendant  William  Tarn  Pritch- 
ard, and  for  the  plaintiff,  as  against  William  Pritchard,  for  lOL,  upon  the 
first  issue,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  breaking  and  entering  charged  in 
the  first  count ;  and  as  against  Beaver  and  Jones  in  respect  of  the  tres- 
passes in  both  counts,  with  70Z.  damages, — ^being  101,  on  the  first  count, 
and  602.  on  the  second  count. 

*JBi/le8j  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  on  behalf  of  the  plain-  ^^^Qg. 
tiff,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved  to  him  at  the  trial,  moved  for  a  ■- 
rule  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  show  cause  why  the  verdict  found  for 
William  Tarn  Pritchard  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  as  against  all  the  defendants,  for  707.,  or  for  102.,  as  the 
court  should  direct.  He  referred  to  the  33d  and  104th  sections  of  the  9 
&  10  Vict.  c.  95,  and  to  the  case  of  Smart  v.  Hutton,  8  Ad.  &  E.  568,  n., 
and  submitted  that  both  the  high-bailiffs  were  responsible  for  what  was 
done  by  the  under-bailiffs  under  colour  of  the  warrant.  [Wildb,  C.  J. 
Jones  was  not  acting  under  the  orders  of  the  high-bailiff  of  the  Lambeth 
County-Court.  He  was  acting  out  of  his  jurisdiction.]  Where  a  bailiff 
goes  out  of  his  county,  and  arrests  a  man,  the  sheriff  is  liable.  [Wildb, 
C.  J.  No  authority  was  given  by  the  high-biEiiliff  of  the  Lambeth  County- 
Court  to  his  officer :  his  act  was  merely  ministerial.  Maule,  J.  Jones 
acted  as  the  assistant  of  the  under-bailiff  of  the  Southwark  County-Court.] 
For  a  trespass  committed  under  a  backed  warrant,  the  magistrate  who 
originally  issues  the  warrant  is  liable.  [Maule,  J.  The  situation  of 
sheriffs  is  peculiar.  Here,  you  are  seeking  to  make  one  liable  for  the 
acts  of  a  person  over  whom  he  has  no  manner  of  control.] 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  rule  will  go  as  against  the  two  under-bailiffs,  and 
the  high-bailiff  of  the  Southwark  County-Court  only.  We  are  all  clearly 
of  opinion  that  there  is  no  ground  whatever  to  charge  the  high-bailiff  of 
the  Lambeth  County-Court.  He  acted  ministerially  only,  under  the  sta- 
tute. There  was  no  privity  between  him  and  those  who  acted  under  the 
warrant  from  the  Southwark  County- Court. 

*JBumfrei/  and  Hannen  showed  cause.  It  is  conceded  that  the  p^^^jjo 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  against  William  Pritchard,  Beaver,  '- 
and  Jones,  for  102.,  upon  the  issue  on  not  guilty  to  the  first  count :  but 
the  former  is  clearly  not  liable  at  all  for  the  assault  charged  in  the  second 
count.  Smart  v.  Hutton  has  no  application.  What  was  done  there,  was 
done  under  colour  of  the  writ.  Here,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  assault 
complained  of  in  the  second  count,  all  connexion  between  the  high-bailiff 
of  the  Southwark  County-Court  and  the  subordinate  officers,  had  ceased. 

vol.  VIII. — 46  2  H 
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The  daties  and  liabilitieB  of  the  high-bailiff  are  defined  by  the  88d  aection 
of  the  connty-conrt  act,  which  enacts,  ^'  that  the  said  high-baili&,  or  one 
of  them,  shall  attend  every  sitting  of  the  court,  for  snch  time  as  shall 
be  required  by  the  judge,  unless  when  their  absence  shall  be  allowed  for 
reasonable  cause  by  the  judge ;  and  shall,  by  themselves,  or  by  the  bailiib 
appointed  to  assist  them  as  aforesaid,  serve  all  the  summonses  and  orders, 
and  execute  all  the  warrants,  precepts,  and  writs,  issued  out  of  the  court: 
and  the  said  high-bailiffs  and  bailiffs  shall,  in  the  execution  of  their 
duties,  conform  to  all  such  general  rules  as  shall  be,  from  time  to  time, 
made  for  regulating  the  proceedings  of  the  court,  as  hereinafter  provided, 
a«)d,  subject  thereunto,  to  the  order  and  direction  of  the  judge ;  and 
the  said  high-bailiffs  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  all  fees  and  sums  of 
money  allowed  by  this  act  in  the  name  of  fees  payable  to  the  bailiff,  out 
of  which  they  shall  provide  for  the  execution  of  the  duties  for  which  such 
fees  are  allowed,  and  for  the  payment  of  the  bailiffs  and  officers  appointed 
to  assist  them,  according  to  such  scale  of  remuneration  as  shall  be,  from 
time  to  time,  approved  by  the  judge ;  and  every  such  high-bailiff  shall 
be  responsible  for  all  the  acts  and  defaults  of  himself  and  of  the  bailiffs 
appointed  to  assist  him,  in  like  manner  as  the  sheriff  of  any  county  in 
^roA-\  ^^^^'^^  is  "^responsible  for  the  acts  and  defaults  of  himself  and 
*^  J  his  officers."  [Maule,  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the  officers 
trere  acting  under  colour  of  the  warrant,  at  the  time  they  took  the 
plaintiff  into  custody.  They  undoubtedly  thought  they  were  acting  as 
bailiffs.  The  114th  section(a)  must,  I  think,  be  restrained  to  the  bailiff 
assaulted.  The  principle  of  the  sheriff's  responsibility,  is,  that  he  selects 
the  man  to  do  the  particular  thing.  Here,  it  may  be  said  that  the  high- 
bailiff  selects  his  subordinate  officer  as  a  person  fit  to  be  intrusted  with 
the  power  to  arrest  a  person  who  assaults  him  in  the  execution  of  his 
duty.]  The  liability  of  the  high-bailiff  for  the  acts  of  .his  subordinates, 
is  expressly  limited  to  that  of  the  sheriff  at  common  law.  The  power 
given  under  the  114th  section  is  for  the  protection  of  the  bailiff  himself : 
-what  is  done  under  that  section,  therefore,  clearly  cannot  in  any  sense 
be  said  to  be  done  under  colour  of  the  warrant.  [Mauls,  J.  Suppose 
the  officers  were  really  assaulted  while  in  the  execution  of  their  duty, 
and  they  thereupon  arrested  the  plaintiff^ — could  you  say  that  they  were 
not  acting  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  ?]  Certainly.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The 
intention  of  the  114th  section,  no  doubt,  was,  to  prevent  interruptions 
to  the  execution  of  process.]  A  party  apprehended  under  this  clause, 
may  be  fined  and  imprisoned  by  the  magistrate.    These  persons  were 

(a)  Which  enacts,  "that»  if  any  oCBcer  or  bailiff  of  any  eonrt  holden  under  this  act,  ahall  be 
assanltcd  while  in  the  ezeouUon  of  hia  duty,  or  if  any  rescue  shall  be  made  or  attempted  to  be 
made  of  any  goods  leried  onder  process  of  the  court,  the  person  so  offending  shall  be  liable  to  a 
fine  not  exceeding  5/.,  to  be  recovered  by  order  of  the  court,  or  before  a  Justice  of  the  peace  as  here- 
inafter provided;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  bailiff  of  the  court,  or  any  peace  officer,  in  any 
such  case,  to  take  the  offender  into  custody  (with  or  without  warrant),  and  bring  him  before  such 
court  of  justice  aooordlBgly." 
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aBstuning  to  exercise  a  power  which  the  law  annexes  to  the  warrant,  bnt 
not  to  act  under  the  authority  of  the  *  warrant.  Their  power  r-^f-^f- 
was  beside  and  independent  of  the  warrant.  ■- 

BffleSy  Serjt.,  and  Bovill^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  defendant 
William  Pritchard  is  equally  liable  with  Beaver  and  Jones  for  the  assault 
complained  of  in  the  second  count.  The  Slst  section  of  the  statute  gives 
the  high-bailiff  a  discretion  in  the  selection  of  his  bailiffs :  there  is  no 
hardship,  therefore,  in  holding  him  responsible  for  acts  done  by  them  in 
the  execution  of  their  duty.  If  Thomas  Smith  the  younger  had  been 
arrested  at  the  time  of  the  first  entry,  it  clearly  would  have  been  an 
arrest  by  virtue  of  the  warrant.  In  order  to  make  the  high-bailiff  respon- 
sible, it  is  not  necessary  that  the  act  of  the  under-bailiff  should  be  an 
act  done  strictly  under  the  warrant :  it  is  enough  if  he  thinks  he  is  act- 
ing, and  means  to  act,  by  virtue  of  the  warrant.  [Maulh,  J.  Is  that 
quite  so  ?  The  high-bailiff  is  not,  I  apprehend,  responsible  for  every- 
thing the  under-bailiff  fancies  or  believes  to  be  done  in  pursuance  of  hia 
duty.]  His  responsibility  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  sheriff:  and  the 
sheriff  is  liable,  though  the  officer  mistakes;  as,  if  under  a  warrant 
directing  him  to  take  A.,  he  arrests  B.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Suppose  the 
officer  comes  to  the  court  for  an  attachment  upon  an  unfounded  charge 
of  interruption  in  the  execution  of  his  duty, — would  the  sheriff  be  respon- 
sible for  what  might  be  done  under  that  process  ?  Maule,  J.  The  case 
of  the  sheriff  is  somewhat  different :  he  directs  the  officer  to  take  Smith, 
and  the  officer  by  mistake  takes  Brown.  In  this  case,  the  bailiffs  take 
the  plaintiff,  not  under  the  order  of  any  one,  but  under  the  permission 
of  the  act  of  parliament.]  It  is  not  by  any  means  conceded  that  the 
under-bailiffs  did  not  do  what  they  did,  by  the  order  of  the  high-bailiff. 
^  The  high-bailiff,  when  he  appoints  an  under-bailiff,  appoints  him  to  do 
all  that  the  act  of  parliament  ""enables  him  to  do.  [Maule,  J.  r^ccog 
The  particular  power  in  question  clearly  is  one  which  the  under-  ^ 
bailiff  has  the  option  of  exercising  or  not,  as  he  likes.]  Assuming  it  to 
be  discretionary,  if  he  does  it,  he  does  it  under  colour  of  his  office.  In 
Smart  v.  Hutton,  8  Ad.  &  E.  568,  n.,  it  was  held  that  the  sheriff  is  civilly 
liable  for  misconduct  of  his  officer  in  executing  a  writ,  though  the  act 
done  be  contrary  to  the  express  terms  of  the  writ ;  as,  if  he  take  the 
person  under  a  fi.  fa.  Parke,  J.,  there  says :  "  The  sheriff  is  liable  for 
whatever  the  bailiff  does  under  colour  of  the  writ*  The  officer  is  dele- 
gated by  him  to  execute  the  writ ;  and  the  officer's  acts  are  his :  it  is  as 
if  the  sheriff  himself  delivered  the  party  to  the  gaoler's  custody."  So, 
in  Ackworth  v.  Eempe,  1  Dougl.  40,  it  was  held,  that,  if  on  a  fi.  fa. 
against  A.,  a  bailiff  takes  the  goods  of  B.,  trespass  lies  against  the 
sheriff.  And  Lord  Mansfield  said :  '^  For  all  civil  purposes,  the  act  of 
the  sheriff's  bailiff,  is  the  act  of  the  sheriff."  And  in  Parrot  v.  Mum- 
ford,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  G.  585,  it  was  held  that  an  action  for  false  imprison- 
ment lies  against  the  sheriff  for  an  arrest  made  by  the  bailiff  after  the 
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retnm-daj  of  the  writ.  [Mauls,  J.  That  is  not  contested.]  The  high- 
bailiff  is  responsible  for  his  bailiff's  excess  of  duty  whether  by  negligence 
or  otherwise.  [&Iaulb,  J.  In  all  these  cases,  there  most  be  a  mis- 
feasance of  something  which  the  subordinate  officer  has  been  ordered  to 
do.]    Or  which  he  was  bound  to  do. 

At  all  events,  if  the  high-bailiff  is  not  responsible  for  the  assault,  the 
plaintiff  may  have  a  verdict  on  the  first  count  against  the  three,  and  a 
verdict  for  60Z.  on  the  second  count  against  Beaver  and  Jones.  In  Tidd's 
Practice,(a)  it  is  said :  ^'  In  trespass  against  several  defendants  who  join 
*5871  ^  pleading,  if  the  jury,  on  the  trial,  *find  them  all  jointly  guilty, 
''  they  cannot  assess  several  damages.(&)  But  they  may  find  some 
of  them  guilty,  and  acquit  others ;  in  which  case,  the  damages  can  be 
assessed  against  those  only  who  are  found  guilty :  or  they  may  find  some 
of  the  defendants  guilty  of  the  whole  trespass,  and  othera  of  a  part 
only  ;(c)  or  some  of  them  guilty  of  part,  or  at  one  time,  and  the  rest 
guilty  of  other  part,  or  at  another  time  :{d)  in  either  of  which  cases,  they 
may  assess  several  damages."  And  the  rule  is  similarly  laid  down  in 
Archbold's  Practice.(e)  [Talfourd,  J.  ^e  answer  to  that  is  the 
answer  given  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Eliot  v.  Allen,  1  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  18, 
81.]  In  Eliot  V,  Allen,  all  the  defendants  were  charged  with  the  com- 
mission of  one  offence ;  and  the  jury  found  all  guilty  of  the  same  acts 
of  trespass.  [Maulb,  J.  The  whole  court  is  of  opinion  that  this  point 
does  not  properly  arise.  What  was  agreed  upon  at  the  trial,  was,  that 
the  jury  should  assess  the  damages  separately,  leaving  the  court  to  apply 
them  as  they  might  think  fit.]  What,  then,  becomes  of  the  607.  damages 
on  the  second  count  ?  [V.  Williams,  J.  The  plaintiff  will  have  his 
option, — to  take  a  verdict  against  the  three  defendants  William  Pritchard, 
Beaver,  and  Jones,  on  the  first  count,  with  101.  damages,— or  against 
Beaver  and  Jones,  upon  both  counts,  for  70Z.,-— or  this  rule  will  be  dis- 
.  charged,  with  costs.] 

Maule,  J.(g)  I  think  the  liability  of  the  high-bailiff  is  not  of  a 
*f^RRl  character  so  extensive  as  my  brother  *B}/les  has  contended  for. 
-*  He  is,  by  the  88d  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  placed  in  the 
same  situation  with  regard  to  his  under-bailiffs,  as  the  sheriff  is  placed 
in,  by  the  ordinary  law,  with  respect  to  the  bailiffs  who  execute  his  war- 
rants. Gases  might  arise  in  which  the  high-bailiff  of  a  county-court 
might  incur  a  liability  exceeding  the  liability  incurred  by  the  sheriff :  but 
it  is  not  suggested  that  the  present  is  a  case  of  that  kind ;  it  is  conceded, 
that  his  liability  under  s.  88  is  co-extensive  with  that  of  the  sheriff  for 

(a)  9th  edit.  Vol.  IL  p.  896. 

(6)  CiUng  Cro.  Elis.  860;  II  Co.  Rep.  6;  1  8tn.  4S2;  S  Stn.  910;  5  Burr.  2792;  6  T.  B.  199. 
(o)  Citing  Cro.  Elis.  860 ;  II  Co.  Rep.  5 ;  Sty.  Rep.  6. 
id)  Citing  U  Co.  Rep.  1;  BrownL  233 ;  Cro.  Cmr.  64. 

(e)  lOtb  edit.,  by  Chitty,  Vol.  I.  p.  449.  i 

(g)  WiLDB,  C.  J.,  had  left  Uie  oourt,  bat  desired  Mavub,  J.,  to  nj  that  he  oonooned  in  th« 
iodgment  aboat  to  be  pronovAoed. 
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the  acts  of  his  officers.  Now,  the  liability  of  the  sheriff  in  case  of  mis- 
take or  misconduct  on  the  part  of  his  officer,  though  extensive,  is  con- 
fined to  cases  where  there  is  a  misdoing  of  something  which  the  sheriff 
commands  him  to  do.  If  the  sheriff  is  sued  for  a  misfeasance  of  the 
officer,  it  is  no  answer  for  him  to  say  that  his  command  was  not  obeyed: 
he  is  still  liable,  provided  the  thing  done  be  something  which  by  the 
command  or  under  the  authority  of  the  sheriff  the  officer  was  bound  to 
do.  For  the  reasons  thrown  out  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  I  think 
the  power  of  arrest  given  to  the  officers  by  s.  114,  is  permissive  and 
optional  only,  and  not  mandatory.  The  act  for  which  it  is  here  sought 
to  make  the  high-bailiff  responsible  is  one  which,  placing  it  at  the  highest, 
he  authorized^  but  did  not  command,  the  under-bailiff  to  do.  It  may  be 
that  it  was  not  even  an  authority  given  by  the  high-bailiff,  but  a  power 
conferred  by  the  act  upon  a  person  whom  the  high-bailiff  has  thought  fit 
to  intrust  with  the  execution  of  the  process  of  the  court, — to  which  latter 
opinion  the  lord  chief  justice  inclines.  In  either  view,  it  would  be 
extending  the  liability  of  the  high-bailiff  beyond  what  any  decided  case 
has  imposed  upon  the  sheriff,  to  hold  that  it  attaches  in  a  case  like  the 
present.  The  reason  that  the  sheriff  is  held  liable,  is,  that,  having  a 
duty  imposed  upon  him  by  law,  instead  of  performing  it  himself,  he 
^delegates  it  to  another;  and  therefore  it  is  but  just  that  he  r«eoQ 
should  be  responsible  for  the  misconduct  of  those  to  whom  he  so 
delegates  the  performance  of  his  duty.  For  these  reasons,  I  think  the 
law  does  not  impose  upon  the  high-bailiff  a  liability  to  the  extent  which 
has  been  contended  for.  I  therefore  think  the  rule  should  be  made  abso- 
lute,— to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendants  William 
Pritchavd,  Beaver,  and  Jones  upon  the  issue  on  not  guilty  as  to  the  first 
count,  with  102.  damages,  and  discharged  as  to  the  rest. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the  case  was 
very  justly  and  forcibly  presented  by  Mr.  JSannen^  who  said,  that,  if  the 
bailiff'had  been  called  upon  to  show  the  authority  which  justified  him  in 
taking  the  plaintiff  to  the  police-station,  he  could  only  have  referred  to 
the  authority  of  the  114th  section  of  the  act,  and  not  to  the  warrant, 
except  as  giving  rise  to  the  exercise  of  the  authority  given  by  that  sec- 
tion. That  is  putting  it  upon  the  true  ground.  I  therefore  think  that 
the  high-bailiff  is  not  to  be  held  responsible  for  an  act  so  done  under  colour 
of  the  act  of  parliament,  and  not  of  the  warrant. 

There  can  only  be  a  joint  verdict  in  trespass  in  respect  of  a  joint  tres- 
pass by  all  the  defendants.  I  thought  at  the  trial,  and  I  still  think, 
that  the  three  defendants,  William  Pritchard,  Beaver,  and  Jones,  were 
jointly  liable  for  the  trespasses  charged  in  the  first  count ;  but  that  the 
two  latter  only  were  guilty  of  the  trespasses  charged  in  the  second  count. 
There  ought,  therefore,  to  be  a  verdict  against  the  three,  with  lOt 
damages,  upon  the  issue  on  not  guilty  as  to  the  first  count,  and  a  ver- 
dict for  all  the  defendants  as  to  the  second  count ;  or  the  plaintiff  should 

2h2 
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*5901  ^^^^  ^  Terdict  against  Beaver  and  Jones  on  boih  ooonts,  ^witili  701. 
•^  damages ;  or  the  role  will  be  discharged,  with  costs. 
Talfoubd,  J.,  concurred. 


Sumfreiff  for  the  defendants,  submitted,  that,  inasmuch  as  they  did 
not,  at  the  trial,  resist  a  verdict  agamst  them  upon  not  goil^  to  the  first 
count,  they  ought  not  to  pay,  but,  on  the  contrary,  should  receive,  costs 
on  this  motion. 

Bavittf  contri.  The  defendants  should  have  given  the  plaintiff  notice 
that  they  would  not  oppose  the  rule  to  the  extent  now  suggested,  and 
then  there  might  have  been  some  ground  for  this  application. 

Sumfrey.  We  could  not  consent  in  that  way  to  the  rule  being  made 
absolute  as  to  part. 

Talfourd,  J.  Why  not  ?  If  you  had  come  into  court  when  the  rule 
was  granted,  and  made  the  proposal  now  made,  you  would  have  had  some 
ground  for  what  you  ask.    Not  so  now. 

Maule,  J.  It  was  competent  to  you,  although  you  signified  that 
assent  at  the  trial,  to  insist,  upon  the  argument  on  the  rule,  that  the  rule 
ought  to  be  discharged  in  toto. 

Sumfrey.  At  all  events,  the  defendants  ought  not  to  pay  the  costs 
of  this  rule. 

Maule,  J.  It  often  happens  that  a  party  gets  less  than  he  asks  by 
his  rule.  But  it  is  a  very  rare  thing  for  the  court  to  make  a  special 
order  about  costs. 

*^Qn       *^'  Williams,  J.    If  I  had  acted  upon  my  present  impression 
-■  at  the  trial,  I  should  have  directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  as 
now  proposed.     It  was  put  in  the  way  it  was,  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
the  plaintiff  the  option  of  coming  to  the  court. 

Maule,  J.  The  only  matter  in  controversy  at  or  since  the  trial,  was, 
whether  the  high-bailiff  of  the  Lambeth  County-Court  was  liable  to  the 
extent  of  the  707.  In  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed.  We  therefore  think 
he  ought  not  to  have  the  costs  of  this  rule. 

Rule  absolute,  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first 
issue  as  to  the  first  count,  against  the  defendants  William 
Pritchard,  Beaver,  and  Jones,  with  lOL  damages ;  and  to 
enter  a  verdict  on  the  first  issue  so  far  as  relates  to  the 
second  count,  for  those  defendants ; — ^neither  party  to  be 
entitled  to  any  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  the  rule. 
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Nov.  21.  L^^2 

UMrriage  does  not  enure  u  an  assignment  to  the  hnsband  of  a  jadgment  recovered  bj  the  wife, 
in  Ireland,  before  the  marriage,  wider  the  9  G.  2,  o.  5  (Irish),  amended  bf  the  25  G.  2,  o.  14 
(Irish),  and  made  perpetual  by  the  12  G.  3,  e.  19,  s.  8. 

Under  these  statutes,  an  examined  oopj  of  the  enrolment  of  the  memorial  of  an  assignment  of 
snob  jadgment)  is  good  eyidenoe  of  that  assignment 

This  was  an  action  of  debt^  by  the  plaintifT,  as  assignee  of  an  Irish 
judgment  entered  up  on  a  warrant  of  attorney. 

The  declaration  began  by  setting  out  the  9  G.  2,  c.  5,  the  25  G.  2,  c. 
14,  amending  the  former  act,  the  12  G.  8,  c.  19,  making  the  9  G.  2,  o. 
5,  as  amended,  perpetual,  and  the  Act  of  Union,  passed  in  the  40  G.  8 
(c.  88),  by  the  Irish  parliament ;  and  then  alleged,  that,  in  1830,  the 
defendant,  by  his  writing  obligatory,  acknowledged  himself  to  be  bound 
to  Alicia  Fitzgerald  in  the  sum  of  219L  99.  2^(2.,  conditioned  to  pay 
109Z.  149.  7(2.,  with  lawful  interest,  on  the  12th  of  January,  1831,  and, 
that,  for  securing  payment  of  the  bond,  the  defendant,  on  the  same  day 
and  year,  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment  at  the  suit 
of  Alicia  Fitzgerald,  and  that,  in  the  11  G.  4,  Alicia  Fitzgerald  impleaded 
the  defendant,  and  declared  against  him  on  the  said  bond,  &c.,  and  jadg- 
ment was  thereupon  entered  up  at  her  suit  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
in  Ireland ;  that  afterwards,  in  the  year  1834,  Alicia  Fitzgerald  inter- 
married with,  and  became  the  wife  of,  Francis  Leyden ;  ^'  and  that,  by 
the  law  of  that  part  of  the  united  kingdom  called  Ireland,  Francis  Leyden 
thereby  then  became  entitled  to  the  eaid  judgment j  and  the  right  thereto, 
and  to  assign  the  same  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  then  became  vested  in 
him  the  said  Francis  Leyden."  The  declaration  then  averred,  that,  in 
1842,  Francis  Leyden,  and  Alicia,  his  wife,  by  indenture  (of  which  pro- 
fort  was  made)  assigned  the  judgment  to  Thomas  Rumley ;  that  a  memo- 
rial of  such  assignment  *was  duly  enrolled,  with  an  affidavit  as  r^iecQn 
required  by  the  9  G.  2,  c.  5 ;  that  afterwards,  on  the  80th  of  ^ 
September,  1842,  by  indenture  between  Francis  Leyden,  of  the  first  part, 
Thomas  Rumley,  of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiff,  of  the  third  part, 
Francis  Leyden  and  Thomas  Rumley  assigned  the  said  judgment  to  the 
plaintiff.  It  then  averred  the  enrolment  of  a  memorial,  &c.,  as  of  the 
first  assignment,  that  the  debt  and  damages  recovered  by  the  judgment 
were  and  are  of  the  value  of  2002.  English  money,  and  were  still  unpaid, 
wherefore,  &c. 

The  declaration  also  contained  a  count  for  interest,  and  a  count  upon 
an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the  indenture  of  assignment  between 
Francis  Leyden,  Alicia  Leyden,  and  Thomas  Rumley ;  and,  after  setting 
it  out,  pleaded, — first,  that  Francis  Leyden  did  noty  by  the  law  of  that 
part  of  the  united  kingdom  called  Ireland,  by  reason  of  his  intermarriage 
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with  Alicia  Fitzgerald,  become  entitled  to  the  said  judgment,  nor  did  the 
right  thereto,  and  to  assign  the  same  in  manner  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  become  vested  in  him,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. ;  upon  which 
issne  was  joined, — secondly,  that  Francis  Leyden  and  Alicia  his  wife  did 
not  assign  to  Humley, — thirdly,  that  they  did  not  perfect  a  memorial, — 
fourthly,  that  no  such  affidavit  was  made  as  alleged, — fifthly,  sixthly,  and 
seventhly,  similar  pleas  as  to  the  alleged  assignment  by  Francis  Leyden 
and  Thomas  Rumley  to  the  plaintiff,^-cighthly,  as  to  21.  28.  8(2.,  parcel 
of  the  moneys  recovered  by  the  said  judgment,  to  wit,  for  damages  for 
detaining  the  said  debt,  payment  to  Alicia  Fitzgerald  before  her  inter- 
marriage with  Francis  Leyden, — ninthly,  as  to  70?.,  parcel  of  the  sum 
of  219Z.  9a.  2^d.  recovered  by  the  said  judgment,  payment  to  Francis 
*5941  ^^y^^^  ^^^  Alicia  *his  wife,  before  the  assignment  to  Rumley,— 
-'  tenthly,  to  the  second  and  third  counts,  never  indebted. 

Issue  was  joined  on  all  the  pleas  except  the  eighth  and  ninth ;  and,  as 
to  them,  the  plaintiff  replied,  denying  the  payments  therein  pleaded,  upon 
which  issue  also  was  joined. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Pareb,  B.,  at  the  Surrey  summer 

assizes,  1847,  when,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  an  examined  copy  of  the 
judgment-roll  was  given  in  evidence;  then,  an  examined  copy  of  a 
memorandum  of  the  assignment  of  the  debt,  on  the  foot  of  the  judgment, 
was  tendered,  and,  after  objection,  admitted,  but  not  as  evidence  of  an 
assignment  or  memorial.  An  examined  copy  of  the  enrolment  of  the 
memorial  on  the  record,  was  then  tendered,  and,  after  objection,  admitted, 
on  the  principle  that  enrolments  of  record  directed  by  statute  are  evi- 
dence :  Smartle  v.  Williams,  1  Salk.  280 :  it  concluded  in  these  words — 
''  The  execution  of  which  said  deed,  and  of  this  memorial,  by  the  said 
Francis  Leyden,  are  witnessed  by  John  Shevlan  Maloney,  of  Bedford 
Street,  Liverpool,  gentleman,  and  Daniel  Charles  Leyden,  of  Parliament 
Street,  Liverpool,  officer  of  Customs,  Liverpool. 

"  Francis  Leyden    (l.  e.) 
"  Alicu  Letdbn      (l.  8.)  . 
^'  Signed  and  sealed  in  the  presence  of 

"  J.  S.  Maloney, 
"  D.  C.  Leyden," 
Then  followed  an  affidavit  by  J.  S.  Maloney,  that  he  saw  the  deed 
and  memorial  duly  executed  by  Francis  Leyden  and  Alicia  Leyden. 

Similar  evidence  was  given  of  the  execution  of  the  second  assignment ; 
but  the  memorial,  as  enrolled,  stated  that  the  deed  and  memorial  were 

♦6951  ®^®^^^^  ^y  ^^^  *Francis  Leyden  and  Thomas  Rumley,  in  the 
presence  of  the  two  witnesses. 

The  original  affidavit  made  by  Maloney,  and  filed,  was  admitted. 

For  the  defendant,  it  was  objected, — ^first,  that,  as  the  judgment  was 
a  chose  in  action  of  Alicia  Leyden  before  marriage,  the  husband  could 
not  dispose  of  it  without  first  reducing  it  into  possession,  and  therefore 
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the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  verdict  on  the  first  issue, — secondly, 
that  the  oxecntion  of  the  memorial  by  Mrs.  Leyden  was  not  attested  hj 
two  witnesseSj-^thirdly,  that  the  enrolment  of  the  second  memorial 
showed  that  the  judgment  was  assigned  to  Rumley  in  trust  for  the 
husband,  Francis  Leyden,  and  the  statute  9  G.  2,  c.  5,  was  intended 
to  apply  to  assignments /or  value  only. 

For  the  defendant,  the  payment  of  21.  2s.  8(2.  was  proved,  as  alleged 
in  the  eighth  plea. 

The  learned  baron  reserved  the  points  raised  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
assignments,  and  also  those  as  to  the  evidence ;  and,  subject  to  them, 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  the  defendant  having  leave  to  move 
for  a  nonsuit,  or  to  enter  a  verdict  in  his  favour  on  all  or  some  of  the 
issues  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Ohannellj  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term,  1847,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  or  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground'  of 
misreception  of  evidence.  He  submitted  that  the  issue  on  the  second 
plea  was  not  made  out :  and  he  sought  to  distinguish  the  cases  of  Hob- 
house  V.  Hamilton,  1  Sch.  &  Lefroy,  207,  Malcomson  v.  Gregory,  1  Hud* 
son  &  Brooke,  310,  and  Maguire  v.  Armstrong,  1  Hudson  k  Br.  818  n., 
on  the  ground,  that,  in  neither  of  them  was  there  a  precise  issue  taken 
upon  the  ^assignment,  as  here;  and  that,  in  Ireland,  the  memo-  p^^Q/* 
rial  would  be  a  record.  [V.  Williams,  J.,  observed  that  the  '■ 
Vice-Chancellor  of  England  had  twice  held  that  a  chose  in  action  of  the 
wife,  does  not  pass  to  the  husband  by  the  marriage,  unless  reduced  into 
possession  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife :  and  that  it  is  difficult  to  see  how 
the  assignee  of  a  judgment  in  Ireland  can  be  in  a  better  position  than  an 
assignee  of  a  chose  in  action  in  England.] 

SheCy  Serjt.,  and  Bovilly  in  Trinity  term,  1848,  showed  cause.  The 
first  question  is,  whether  the  effect  of  the  marriage  of  Francis  Leyden 
with  Alicia  Fitzgerald  was,  to  vest  in  the  former  the  property  in  this 
judgment.  Another  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  proved  the  second 
issue  :  and  this  must  depend  upon  whether  the  evidence  of  the  memorial 
and  enrolment,  unopposed,  was  sufficient. 

The  question  will  mainly  turn  upon  the  two  Irish  statutes  of  9  G.  2, 
c.  5,  s.  1,  and  25  G.  2,  c.  14,  s.  1,  made  perpetual  by  the  12  G.  8,  c.  19, 
fl.  3.  The  title  of  the  former  is,  "  An  act  for  the  more  effectual  assign- 
ing of  judgments,"  &c. :  and  the  1st  section, — reciting  that  "whereas 
judgments,  statutes-staple,  and  statutes-merchants,  are  frequently  assigned 
for  valuable  considerations,  and  to  protect  the  purchase  of  estates,  but  ore 
no  more  than  equitable  securities  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees :  and 
whereas  assignees  of  such  judgments,  statutes-staple,  or  statutes-merchants, 
as  the  law  now  stands,  cannot  revive  or  discharge  the  same  in  their  own 
names,  but  in  the  name  of  the  conusees  of  such  judgments,  statutes-staple, 
or  statutes-merchants,  or  their  representatives,  which  is  often  attended  with 
very  great  inconveniences;   and  the  conusee  may,  after  anoh  assign- 
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ment,  enter  satisfaction  on  the  record  of  the  said  jndgments,  statntes- 
*5971  ^^P^^'  ^^  statutes-merchant,  without  *th6  knowledge  or  consent 
of  the  assignee/' — ^for  remedy  thereof  enacts,  "  that,  from  and 
after  the  first  day  of  next  Easter  term,  where  any  conusee  or  connseas 
of  a  judgment  or  judgments,  statute-staple,  or  statute-merchant,  his,  her, 
or  their  executors  or  administrators,  shall  assign  the  same  to  any  person 
or  persons  whatsoever,  such  conusee  or  conusees,  his,  her,  or  their  execu- 
tors or  administrators,  shall  also  perfect  a  memorial  of  such  assignment 
under  his,  her,  or  their  hand  and  seal,  upon  parchment  or  vellum,  attested 
by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses ;  which  memorial  shall  contain  the 
name  or  names,  and  addition,  of  the  person  or  persons  assigning  such 
judgment  or  judgments,  statute-staple,  or  statute-merchant,  the  name  or 
names  of  the  person  or  persons  to  whom  the  same  shall  be  assigned,  and 
the  sum  or  sums  of  money  mentioned  in  such  assignment  or  assignments 
to  be  remaining  due  and  unsatisfied  upon  such  judgment  or  judgments, 
statute-staple,  or  statute-merchant,  with  the  day  and  year  when  such 
assignment  or  assignments  is,  are,  was,  or  were  perfected ;  and  that  one 
of  the  witnesses  to  such  memorial,  who  shall  be  a  witness  to  the  assign- 
ment of  such  judgment  or  judgments,  statute-staple,  or  statute-merchant, 
shall  make  an  affidavit  at  the  foot  of  such  memorial,  of  the  true  perfec- 
tion of  such  assignment  and  memorial,  before  the  respective  officer  or 
officers  where  such  judgment  or  judgments,  statute-staple,  or  statute- 
merchant,  is,  are,  or  shall  be  entered,  his  or  their  legal  deputy  or  depu- 
ties, or  before  any  one  of  the  judges  of  the  Four-Courts  in  Dublin,  or 
before  any  one  of  the  judges  of  His  Majesty's  courts  at  Westminster, 
who  are  respectively  hereby  empowered  to  take  such  affidavit  or  affida- 
vits ;  which  memorial  and  affidavit  shall  be  lodged  in  the  proper  office 
where  such  judgment  or  judgments,  statute-staple,  or  statute-merchant, 
is,  are,  or  shall  be  entered ;  and  the  several  officers  of  the  said  courts 
^5981  ^^^  hereby  '^'required  to  enter  such  memorial  of  such  assignment, 
'^  statute-staple,  or  statute-merchant,  in  a  roll  or  rolls  of  parchment 
or  vellum,  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose  in  such  respective  office  or  offices 
where  such  judgment  or  judgments,  statute-staple,  or  statute-merchant, 
is,  are,  or  shall  be  entered  ;  and  such  officer  or  officers  is  and  are  hereby 
required  to  endorse  on  such  assignment  or  assignments  the  day  of  the 
month  and  year,  and  hour  of  the  day,  whereon  such  memorial  or  memo- 
rials was  or  were  so  lodged  and  proved ;  and,  for  the  more  easy  and 
speedy  method  of  finding  such  assignment  or  assignments,  such  respective 
officer  or  officers  shall  enter  the  number  and  roll  where  such  assignment 
or  assignments  is  or  are  registered,  at  the  foot  of  each  respective  judp;- 
ment  or  judgments,  statute-staple,  or  statute-merchant,  so  assigned." 
And  the  2d  section  enacts,  ^^  that,  from  and  after  such  time  as  such 
memorial  or  memorials  of  such  assignment  or  assignments,  shall  be 
entered  on  such  roll  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the 
aasignee  or  assigneee  of  snch  judgment  or  judgments,  statute-staple,  or 
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Btetote-merchaiit,  his,  her,  or  their  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
and  for  no  other  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  to  revive  such  judgment 
or  judgments,  statute-staple,  or  statute-merchant,  from  time  to  time, 
in  his,  her,  or  their  own  name  or  names,  and  take  out  one  or  more 
execution  or  executions  on  the  same,  in  the  name  or  names  of  such 
assignee  or  assignees,  his,  her,  or  their  executors  or  administrators, 
and  to  sue  forth  execution  or  executions  thereon,  reciting  the  special 
matter,  and  also  to  discharge  or  release  the  same;  and  also  in  his, 
her,  or  their  own  name  or  names  to  enter  satisfaction  on  the  record 
of  such  judgment  or  judgments,  statute-staple,  or  statute-merchant,  in 
as  full  and  ample  manner,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  if  the  conusee 
or  conusees  of  such  judgment  or  judgments,  statute-staple,  or  statute^ 
merchant,  his,  her,  or  their  executors  or  administrators,  could  or  might  do ; 
*and  that  the  conusor  or  conusors  of  such  judgment  or  judgments,  p^^-qq 
statute-staple,  or  statute  merchant,  his,  her,  or  their  executors,  '- 
administrators,  or  assigns,  may,  upon  payment  to  such  assignee  or 
assignees,  plead  payment  specially  to  such  assignee  or  assignees ;  and 
that  suqh  assignees,  their  executors  or  administrators,  may  from  time  to 
time  assign  the  same  over  in  manner  aforesaid ;  and  such  assignment  or 
assignments  shall  be  proved  and  registered  in  the  respective  offices  in 
manner  aforesaid ;  and  such  assignee  or  assignees  may  revive,  and  sue 
out  execution  or  executions,  in  their  own  name  or  names,  and  discharge 
and  acknowledge  satisfaction  on,  such  judgment  or  judgments,  statute- 
staple,  or  statute-merchant,  in  manner  aforesaid;  any  law,  usage,  or 
custom  to  the  contrary  in  any  wise  notwithstanding."  And  by  the  25 
G.  2,  c.  14,  B.  1, — reciting  that  '^  whereas  some  doubts  have  arisen  upon 
the  construction  of  the  9  Q.  2,  c.  5,  so  far  as  the  said  act  relates  to  the 
assignment  of  judgments  and  statutes  in  the  several  courts  of  law  therein 
mentioned,*' — for  the  removing  of  such  doubts,  it  is  declared  and  enacted 
^^that  every  assignee  or  assignees  of  every  judgment  or  judgments, 
statute-staple  or  merchant,  that  are  now  assigned,  or  which  hereafter 
shall  be  assigned,  on  record,  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  his,  her,  or  their 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  may  not  only  revive  such  judgment 
or  judgments,  statute  or  statutes,  from  time  to  time,  in  his,  her,  or  their 
own  name  or  names,  and  take  out  one  or  more  execution  or  executions 
thereon,  for  the  recovery  of  his,  her,  or  their  demands  thereon,  as  by  the 
said  act,  among  other  things,  is  directed ;  but  that  also  such  assignee  or 
assignees  of  such  judgment  or  judgments,  statute  or  statutes,  now  assigned, 
or  hereafter  to  be  assigned,  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  his,  her,  or  their 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  may  bring  an  action  of  debt,  or 
otherwise  proceed  or  sue  thereon,  in  *hi8,  her,  or  their  own  name  r^,nryA 
or  names,  and  be  considered  to  all  intents  and  purposes  in  the  ^ 
place,  stead,  and  condition,  either  in  law  or  equity,  of  the  assignee  or 
assignees." 

It  is  submitted  that  the  effect  of  these  statates,  is,  to  make  this  judg- 
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ment  a  chose  in  action,  assignable  at  law ;  and  that  it  Tested  in  Dr.  Ley- 
den  by  his  marriage  with  Alicia  Fitzgerald,  withont  any  act  done  to 
rednce  it  into  possession.  The  statute  9  O.  2,  c.  5,  in  its  terms,  is 
exceedingly  comprehensive :  it  is  a  remedial  act,  and  is  to  be  construed 
largely,  so  as  to  meet  the  evil  it  recites,  and  fully  to  effect  the  purpose 
for  which  it  was  intended.  It  in  terms  gives  the  judgment,  without  the 
formality  of  assignment,  to  the  executor  of  the  conusee.  By  the  marriage, 
the  husband  becomes  identified  with  the  conusee,  and  entitled  to  all  her 
rights.  If  the  marriage  did  not  vest  the  judgment  in  the  husband,  there 
18  no  power  to  assign  the  judgment  at  all.  [Ckesswell,  J.  A  feme  covert 
may  part  with  her  interest  by  matter  of  record.  Maulb,  J.  The  great 
difficulty  is,  whether  the  statute  meant  to  confer  upon  the  wife  any  power 
which  she  did  not  possess  at  common  law.  In  fact,  the  plaintiff  must  con- 
tend that  the  effect  of  the  statute  is,  to  make  the  husband  conusee.]  That 
is  precisely  what  is  contended.  East-India  Bonds  are,  by  the  51  6.  3,  c. 
64,  s.  4,  made  transferable  by  delivery, — ^put  upon  the  same  footing  as 
promissory  notes  under  8  &  4  Ann.  c.  9.(a)  If  a  woman  having  such  secu- 
rities in  her  possession,  marries,  they  pass  by  the  endorsement  of  the  hus- 
band. In  Vin.  Abr.  Baron  arid  Feme^  pi.  12,  it  is  said, ''  If  a  feme  who  haa 
a  term  or  interest,  as  ezecutrixy  by  statute-merchant,  takes  baron,  the  baron 
may  grant  over  the  interest,  without  the  feme;  and  good,  in  a6sise."(i) 
^^^  ^  Again,  pi.  14,  ^'  If  obligation  is  made  to  a  feme  sole,  *and  she  takes 
^  baron,  and  the  baron  releases  all  actions,  and  dies,  the  feme  shall  be 
barred."(^)  The  instances  given  in  Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme  (E.  2),  are 
to  the  same  effect.  [Coltm AN,  J.  In  Mr.  Butler's  note  (304)  to  Go;  Litt. 
851  a,  he  says  :{d)  ^^  With  respect  to  such  part  of  the  wife's  personalty 
as  is  not  in  her  possession, — as,  money  owing  or  bequeathed  to  her,  or 
accrued  to  her  in  case  of  intestacy,  or  contingent  interests, — those  are  a 
qualified  gift  by  law  to  her  husband,  on  condition  that  he  reduce  them  into 
possession  during  the  coverture ;  for  if  he  happen  to  die  in  the  lifetime  of 
his  wife,  without  reducing  such  property  into  possession,  she,  and  not  his 
representatives,  will  be  entitled  to  it.(e)  His  disposing  of  it  to  another,  is 
the  same  as  reducing  it  into  Us  own  possession."]  In  Lord  Carteret  v. 
Paschal,  8  P.  Wms.  200,  it  was  held,  that,  if  the  wife  has  a  judgment, 
and  it  is  extended  upon  an  elegitj  the  husband  may  assign  it  without  a 
consideration ;  so,  if  a  judgment  be  given  in  trust  for  a  feme  eole^  who 
marries,  and  by  consent  of  her  trustees  is  in  possession  of  the  land 
extended,  the  husband  may  assign  over  the  extended  interest ;  and,  by 
the  same  reason,  if  iYi^feTne  has  a  decree  to  hold  and  enjoy  lands  until  a 
debt  due  to  her  is  paid,  and  she  is  in  possession  of  the  land  under  this  decree^ 
and  marries,  the  husband  may  assign  it  without  any  consideration,  for,  it  is 

(d)  Made  perpetaal  bj  7  Abo.  e.  25. 

<6)  Bro.  Abr.  OrafO*,  pi.  167,  clUng  24  E.  3,  63.  (M.  24  E.  3,  fo.  63,  pi.  62.) 

(e)  Bro.  Abr.  Banm  wd  F^me,  pL  44,  citing  7  H.  6,  2.  (T.  7  H.  6,  fo.  2,  pi.  6.) 
ii)  Thii  part  of  the  noto  is  an  addition  in  the  9ixteenth  edition. 

<e)  Citing  1  RoU.  Abr.  842, 360;  Moore,  462;  Qold.  160;  2  Vent  141. 
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in  nature  of  an  extent.  Stock  in  the  pabUc  funds, — which  is  a  right  to 
receive  a  perpetual  annuity,  subject  to. redemption, — a  chose  in  action, — 
rests  by  the  marriage  in  the  husband:  Pringic  v.  Hodgson,  3  Yes.  619; 
Wild  man  v.  Wildman,  9  Ves.  174, 177.  In  Ex  parte  Barber,  In  re  Shaw,  1 
Gljn  &  J.  1,  it  was  held  that  the  husband  alone  may  sue  out  a  '''com-  r^^M 
mission  upon  a  promissory  note  given  to  the  wife  dum  sola.  So,  ^ 
he  may  sue  for  it  in  his  own  name:  M'Neilage  v.  HoUoway,  1  B. 
k  Aid.  218.  Lord  Ellenborouoh,  in  that  case,  says  :  ^^  It  is  laid  down 
in  Coke  upon  Littleton,  351  b,  and  Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme  (E.  3), 
that  all  chattels  personal  which  the  wife  has  in  possession  in  her  own 
right,  are  vested  in  the  husband  by  marriage,  although  he  do  not 
survive  her.  This  is  a  rule  of  law  universally  recognised.  The  words 
chattels  personal  are  sufficiently  large  to  cover  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment of  this  sort :  it  is  payable  to  her  order ;  and,  if  the  relation  of 
husband  and  wife  had  not  subsisted,  a  formal  endorsement  to  transfer 
the  property  in  the  instrument  would  have  been  necessary.  Then,  the 
question  is,  whether,  the  marriage  having  vested  the  right  in  the  hus- 
band, it  be  necessary  to  go  tlirough  the  form  of  an  endorsement.  The 
law  docs  not  require  superfluous  acts.  Is  it  then  necessary  that 
that  should  appear  on  the  face  of  the  bill?  It  can  only  be  necessary 
as  evidence  of  an  election  on  his  part  to  take  to  the  property  in  his 
marital  right:  but  that  is  unequivocally  shown  by  bringing  the 
action  in  his  own  name.  No  case  having  been  cited  to  show  that  a 
formal  endorsement  is  necessary,  I  think,  that,  by  the  act  of  marriage 
itself,  he  is  virtually  an  endorsee.  If  he  had  appeared  as  such  on  the 
face  of  the  bill,  there  could  be  no  doubt  of  his  right  to  maintain  this 
action:  but  the  marriage  has  in  fact  given  him  all  the  rights  of  an 
endorsee ;  and  it  therefore  seems  to  me  to  be  unnecessary  for  us  to  go 
through  the  formal  derivation  of  title  by  endorsement."  The  reasons 
which  apply  to  the  ordinary  case  of  a  stranger  making  himself  a  party 
to  a  record  by  set,  fa.y  are  inapplicable  on  the  present  occasion.  Every 
object  for  which  a  set  fa.  for  the  husband  could  be  required,  is  provided 
for  by  the  ^statute.  An  Irish  judgment,  under  this  act,  is  in  the  p^^/^A 
nature  of  a  personal  chattel.  The  effect  of  marriage  is  to  make  ^. 
the  hu3band  the  wife's  representative  :  her  separate  existence  is  lost,  and 
merges  in  her  husband,  subject  to  certain  modifications.  The  efiect  of 
the  act  is,  to  make  the  husband  conusee  of  the  judgment,  which  he  may 
enforce  by  action,  though  not  by  execution.  [Maule,  J.  Can  he 
enforce  it  in  any  way  which  does  not  enable  the  other  party  to  deny  the 
marriage  ?  That  is  the  difficulty  I  feel.  The  main  object  of  the  9  G.  2, 
c.  5,  was,  to  put  an  end  to  suing  upon  judgments  in  another  person's  name 
or  by  8ci.  /a.]    ThsU^  certainly  was  one  object,  but  not  the  only  one. 

2.  The  next  question  is,  whether  the  assignment  alleged  in  the  decla- 
ration, was  properly  proved  by  the  copy  of  the  enrolment  of  the  memo- 
rial which  was  produced.    It  is  clear,  upon  the  Irish  authorities  which 
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were  cited  on  the  motion,  that  the  memorial  enrolled  is  the  proper,  if  not 
the  only,  proof  of  the  assignment,  regard  being  had  to  the  language  of 
the  9  G.  2,  c.  5.    In  Hobhonse  v.  Hamilton,  1  Sch.  &  Lefroy,  207,  upon 
a  bill  filed  by  the  plaintiff  as  assignee  of  a  judgment,  it  appearing  that 
the  deed  of  assignment  of  the  judgment  had  been  lost,  an  attested  copy 
of  the  memorial,  which  had  been  duly  entered  pursuant  to  the  statute, 
was  offered  in  evidence  as  proof  of  the  assignment.     Plunket^  for  the 
defendant,  objected  that  the  original  memorial  should  be  produced :  and 
he  compared  it  to  the  cases  upon  the  registry  act,  in  which,  though  it 
had  been  decided  that  the  attested  copy  of  the  memorial  be  good  evi- 
dence of  the  fact  of  registry,  it  was  held  not  to  be  admissible  evidence 
of  the  contents  of  the  deed,  when,  by  the  loss  of  the  deed,  it  became 
*fift41  necessary  to  resort  to  the  memorial  for  secondary  evidence,  *and 
-I  that,  in  all  these  cases,  the  memorial  itself  was  produced.     But 
Lord  Redesdale  "  admitted  the  distinction  as  applied  to  the  registry  act, 
viz.  that  the  attested  copy  of  the  memorial  is  evidence  only  of  the  fact 
of  registry ;  but  that,  if  the  memorial  is  meant  to  be  used  as  evidence 
of  the  contents  of  the  deed,  the  original  memorial  must  be  produced* 
But  he  held,  that,  in  the  case  of  a  judgment,  the  contents  of  the  deed 
of  assignment  were  not  material :  that  what  appeared  on  record  was  the 
proper  evidence  of  the  fact  of  assignment :  that,  if  a  memorial  be  duly 
entered,  agreeably  to  the  act  of  parliament,  the  party  cannot  say  the 
judgment  was  not  assigned,  and  can  only  apply  to  the  court  to  vacate  it 
if  done  without  authority.    His  lordship  said  he  had  had  doubts  upon  this 
point  in  another  case,  and  had  looked  intp  the  statute,  and  that  he  was 
of  opinion,  that,  by  the  true  construction  of  the  act,  the  party  is  bound 
and  concluded  by  what  appears  on  record,  although  the  assignment  might 
have  been  forged ;  and  that  payment  to  the  assignee  on  record  would  be 
good  payment :  that,  of  course,  if  the  record  be  conclusive  as  to  the 
fact  of  assignment,  an  attested  copy  of  it  must  be  good  evidence  of  that 
fact,  and  that  there  is  no  occasion  to  produce  the  deed  of  assignment." 
That  case  has  been  followed  by  Maguire  v.  Armstrong,  1  Hudson  &  Br. 
818,  n.,  and  Malcomson  v.  Gregory,  lb.  810,  in  both  of  which  it  was 
held,  that  the  attested  copy  of  the  memorial  of  the  assignment  of  a 
judgment,  under  this  statute,  is  the  proper  evidence  of  such  assignment. 
The  same  thing,  in  substance,  was  decided  in  Ramsbottom  v.  Buckhurst, 
2  M.  &  Selw.  565,  where  it  was  held,  that,  in  an  action  by  a  plaintiff 
claiming  under  an  elegit^  for  use  and  occupation,  an  examined  copy  of 
^6051  ^^^  '^'judgment-roll  containing  the  award  of  elegit^  and  return  of 
the  inquisition,  is  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  title,  without  prov- 
ing Vi  copy  of  the  elegit  and  of  the  inquisition.     ^^  The  judgment-roll," 
says  Lord  Ellenborough,  ^^  imports  incontrovertible  verity  as  to  all  the 
proceedings  which  it  sets  forth ;  and  so  much  so,  that  a  party  cannot  be 
admitted  to  plead  that  the  things  which  it  professes  to  state  are  not  true. 
Would  it  be  competent  to  aver  that  there  wag  no  such  declaration,  or 
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plea,  or  trial,  or  that  the  court  did  not  pronounce  such  judgment,  as 
stated  in  the  repord  ?  I  apprehend  it  would  not :  and  therefore  every 
part  of  the  record,  as  long  as  it  remains  on  the  files  of  the  court,  must 
be  taken  to  speak  absolute  verity." 

3.  Then  it  is  said  that  the  memorial,  ther  examined  copy  of  the  enrol- 
ment of  which  was  produced,  was  not  attested  as  required  by  the  statute. 
The  supposed  defect  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  from  the  statement  in 
the  body  of  the  instrument  that  the  signature  of  Alicia  Leyden  was 
attested  by  Maloney.  But  the  ordinary  attesting  clause  shows  that  the 
execution  by  Francis  Leyden  and  Alicia  Leyden  was  attested  by  both 
the  witnesses ;  and  the  afiBdavit  at  the  foot  shows  that  Maloney  did  in 
fact  attest  the  execution  by  Alicia  Leyden  as  well  as  by  Francis  Leyden. 
But  for  the  statement  in  the  body,  there  would  have  been  no  doubt. 
The  execution  by  husband  and  wife,  is,  in  point  of  law,  the  execution  of  , 
the  husband :  Arnold  v.  Revoult,  1  Brod.  &  Bingh.  443,  4  J.  B.  Moore, 
66.  The  statement,  therefore,  that  the  wife  executed  the  instrument,  is 
mere  surplusage.  [Maule,  J.  The  attestation  clause  would  have  been 
perfectly  true,  if  the  instrument  had  been  executed  by  the  wife  only.] 
Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury,  6  M.  &  G.  386,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  66,  decides, 
that,  where  certain  ^formalities  of  attestation  are  required  by  an  ri^oM 
act  of  parliament,  if  the  form  of  attestation  that  is  adopted  be 
inconsistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  act,  it  will  not  do ;  but  that  a 
general  attestation  wiU  do.  There,  a  power  of  appointment  was  to  be 
executed  ''  by  a  will,  to  be  signed,  sealed,  and  published  by  A.  B.,  in  the 
presence  of,  and  attested  by,  three  credible  witnesses:"  and  it  was  held 
to  be  well  executed  by  an  instrument  concluding  thus, — ^'  I  declare  this 
only  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament.  In  witness  whereof,  I  have,  to 
this  my  last  will  and  testament,  set  my  hand  and  seal,  this  12th  of 
December,  1789," — such  instrument  being  signed  by  A.  B.,  and  a  seal 
appearing  opposite  to  such  signature,  and  the  words  ^^  Witness,  G.  D.,  E. 
F.,  and  Gr.  H.,"  appearing  in  tho  usual  place  of  attestation,  and  it  being 
shown  by  extrinsic  evidence,  that  the  instrument  was  in  fact  so  signed, 
sealed,  and  published.  [Gbesswsll,  J.  There  was  nothing  there  incon- 
sistent with  a  right  attestation ;  and  the  evidence  was,  that  it  was  rightly 
done.]     Here,  there  is  a  right  attestation. 

Channellj  Serjt.,  and  Luahj  in  support  of  the  rule.  Previously 
to  the  passing  of  the  9  G.  2,  c.  5,  the  law  of  Ireland,  as  to  choses  in 
action,  was  the  same  as  the  law  of  England.  The  main  question  is, 
whether  this  case  is  within  that  statute.  The  preamble  of  the  act 
explains  what  was  its  object,  viz.  to  enable  parties  to  make  legal  assign- 
ments of  judgments,  where  before  they  could  only  make  equitable  assign- 
ments. To  brings  a  case  within  the  statute  two  things  must  concur, — 
the  party  must  be  the  conusee  of  the  judgment,  and  be  under  no  personal 
disability  to  make  an  assignment.  The  statute  received  an  interpreta- 
tion to  a  certain  extent,  in  this  court,  in  a  case  of  O'Callaghan  v. 
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Marchioness  Thomond,  3  Taunt.  82,  which  goes  far  to  show  that  it  is 
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^essential  that  the  party  whose  assignment  is  set  up  should  be  the 


conusee  of  the  judgment.  Here,  taking  the  wife  to  be  conuseie 
of  this  judgment,  she  is  under  a  personal  disability.  The  husband  clearly 
does  not,  by  the  act  of  marriage,  become  conusee  of  the  wife's  judgments 
^The  authorities  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  husband's  becoming  party  to  a 
judgment  by  scire  facias^  to  enable  him  to  issue  execution,  are  consi- 
dered in  2  Wms.  Saund.  72  Z,  72  m.  [Maule,  J.  Nobody  doubts  that 
When  you  take  out  execution,  you  must  have  a  %ci,  fa.  The  court  are 
unanimous  in  thinking  that  the  husband  can  only  become  party  to  the 
judgment  by  Bci.  fa.^  though  that  is  not  expressly  mentioned  in  the  act.] 
In  Roper  on  Husband  and  Wife,(a.)  it  is  laid  down,  that,  "for  such  debts, 
&c.,  as  were  due  to  the  wife  before  the  marriage,  and  continue  unaltered, 
since  the  husband  cannot  disagree  to  her  interest  in,  and  he  has  only  a 
qualified  right  to,  them,  viz.  by  reducing  them  into  possession  during 
her  life,  he  is  unable  to  maintain  an  action  for  such  property  without 
making  his  wife  a  party."(6)  To  this  Mr.  Jacob  adds :  "  To  this  rule  an 
exception  has  been  made  in  the  case  of  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory 
note  payable  to  the  wife  dum  9ola.{e)  Such  instruments,  being  transfer- 
rable  at  law,  are  considered  to  bear  more  resemblance  to  chattels  personal 
than  to  other  choses  in  action.  The  wife,  after  the  marriage,  is  unable 
to  endorse  them :  but  the  husband  might  pass  them  by  endor8ement,(d!) 

*6081  ^^^  ^^^  S^^®  ^^  ^^  assignee  the  right  of  suing  on  them  in  *h]8 
^  own  name ;  and  he  is  therefore  held  to  have  the  same  right  him- 
self." This  explains  the  principle  upon  which  M'Neilage  t;.  Holloway 
and  Ex  parte  Barber  proceeded.  In  Lord  Carteret  v.  Paschal,  the  pro- 
perty was  treated  in  equity  as  land :  if  it  had  been  extended  on  elegit 
before  the  marriage,  the  husband  would  clearly  have  been  entitled  to  the 
rents.  In  Roper,(e)  it  is  said :  "  The  interests  [of  the  wife],  amongst 
others,  which  are  assignable  at  law,  are,  the  personal  chattels  of  the  wife 
in  possession,  legal  terms  for  years,  elegits  upon  judgments  issued  before 
the  marriage ;  and,  in  analogy  to  this,  he  has  in  equity  the  same  power 
of  assigning  terms  held  in  trust  for  her,  and  debts  or  sums  of  money 
secured  by  such  terms,  decrees  made  in  favour  of  the  wife  dum  sola  for 
money,  and  that  she  shall  hold  the  premises  until  satisfaction."  T&e 
cases  adverted  to  by  Mr.  Justice  Williams,  when  this  rule  was  moved, 
are  Elwyn  v.  Williams,  7  Jurist,  837,  and  Ashby  v.  Ashby,  8  Jurist, 
1159.(^)  In  the  former,  it  was  held,  that,  where  the  husband  assigns  a 
chose  in  action  of  his  wife  for  valuable  consideration,  and  dies  before 
either  he  or  the  assignee  has  actually  obtained  possession  of  it,  leaving 

(a)  2d  edit,  by  Jacob,  Vol.  I.  p.  2U. 

(6)  Citing  Hardy  v.  Robinson,  1  Keb.  440;  Tiroll  v.  Bennet,  2  Keb.*60;  Re  Rnstel  and  WU< 
Noy,  70 ;  Milner  r.  Milnes,  3  T.  R.  627;  Rnmsey  v.  George,  1  M.  A  6.  170. 
(e)  Citing  M'Neilage  v,  Hollowaj,  1 JB.  A  Aid.  218;  Bx  parte  Barber,  1  Qlyn  A  J.  1. 
{d)  Citing  Barlow  «.  Bishop,  1  Bast,  432. 
U)  2d  edit,  Vol.  L  p.  224.  ig)  Before  Eniobt  Brucb,  V.  C 
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the  wife  sarviving, — it  matters  not  wheliier  the  chose  in  action  was 
reversionary,  so  that  it  could  not  have  been  reduced  into  possession,  or 

•  whether,  the  wife  having  become  absolutely  entitled,  it  was  still  left  ontr 
standing,  and  not  reduced  into  possession,  through  neglect, — ^in  either 
case,  the  wife,  surviving,  will  be  entitled,  as  against  the  assignee  for 

•  valuable  consideration.  The  Vice-Ghancellor  says:  ^'I  consider  the 
principle  laid  down  by  Sir  T.  PLUMEB,(a)  and  twice  affirmed  by  the  lord 
*chancellor,(i)  to  be  decisive  of  the  present  question.  Whether  r^gno 
ihe  husband  dies  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for.  life,  whereby 

the  chose  in  action  cannot,  as  against  the  wife,  be  reduced  into  posses- 
sion, or  whether  he  survives,  and  dies  before  it  is  reduced  into  possession, 
the  same  result  must,  in  my  opinion,  follow ;  and  the  consequence  is, 
that,  in  the  present  case,  a  declaration  must  be  made  that  Mr.  Nichol- 
son's covenant,  which  might  operate  as  an  ai^ignment,  does  not  now 
affect  that  portion  of  the  chose  in  action  of  his  wife  which  was  not  re- 
duced into  possession  in  his  lifetime."  So,  in  Ashby  v.  Ashby,  Sir 
Knight  Brucb  held  that  the  surviving  wife's  right  to  her  chose  in  action, 
'  not  reduced  into  possession,  but  assigned  by  the  husband  during  his  life- 
time, is  not  defeated  by  such  assignment.  A  legacy  is  strictly  a  chose 
in  action. 

2*  As  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  proof, — ^the  cases  of  Hobhouse  v. 
Hamilton,  Maguire  v.  Armstrong,  and  Malcomson  v.  Gregory,  undoubt- 
edly show  that  an  attested  copy  of  the  memorial  of  the  assignment  of  a 
judgment,  is  evidence  of  the  fact  of  the  assignment.  But  they  were 
cases  where  the  parties  were  proceeding  in  the  Irish  courts,  where  the 
judgment  was  a  record;  and  in  one  of  them, — Malcomson  v.  Gregory, — 
the  proceeding  was  by  scire  facias.{e)  [Maule,  J.  Do  you  say  that  the 
assignment  has  a  different  effect  here  from  what  it  has  in  Ireland  ?]  I 
must  so  contend.  [Maule,  J.  A  law  in  Ireland  says  that  a  judgment 
may  be  assigned  by  enrolling  a  memorial.  Another  law  in  Ireland  says 
that  the  memorial  so  enrolled  shall  be  a  record.  The  first  is  a  law  in  this 
country :  the  other  is  not ;  but  it  is  a  rule  of  evidence.] 

*8.  The  next  question  is,  whether  this  memorial  was  in  con-  r^^a-tQ 
formity  with  the  statute.  The  statute  9  G.  2,  c.  5,  s.  1,  requires  *- 
that  there  shall  be  two  attesting  witnesses  to  the  assignment,  and  that 
one  of  the  witnesses  to  the  memorial,  shall  be  an  attesting  witness  to  the 
assignment.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  Alicia  Leyden's  execution 
of  the  assignment  and  memorial  was  attested  by  two  witnesses.  Not 
only  is  it  necessary  that  two  witnesses  shall  be  present  at  the  execution, 
but  the  fact  that  they  have  so  subscribed  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
record.  In  Wright  v.  Wakfeford,  4  Taunt.  218,  it  was  held,  by  Hbath, 
J.^  Lawrence,  J.,  and  Chambre,  J., — against  the  opinion  of  Sir  J. 

(a)  lo  Pnrdew  v.  Jackson,  1  Rass.  1. 

(6)  By  Lord  Cluuieellor  Eiho,  i»  Lord  Carterot  v.  Paaohal,  8  P.  Wnu.  197,  and  by  Lord  Cot- 
mrBAV,  in  Honnor  v,  Morton^  ataok  85. 
(c)  See  1  Sch.  A  Leflroy,  14.  •    •  . 

VOL.  vni. — 18  2 1 2 
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Maksvibuk,— 4hat  a  power  to  tmateoB,  with  the  consent  of  tke  ^etUmm 
que  tnutj  testified  by  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals^  attested  bgr 
two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  to  make  sale  of  lands,  is  not  well  pwsaed, 
if  the  attestation  be  only  "sealed  and  delirered"  in  the  presence  of  th» 
two  witnesses ;  and  that  an  attestation  added  after  many  years,  witne»* 
ing  the  eigningy  9$aKngy  and  delivery^  at  the  time  of  making  the  deed, 
will  not  supply  the  defect.  And  the  opinion  of  the  three  puisne  judges 
was  afterwards  acted  upon  by  the  Gourt  of  King's  Bench  in  Doe  d.  Mans- 
field V.  Peach,  2  IL  ft  Selw.  576.(a)  [Gkbsswxll,  J.  Is  the  attestatkn 
by  two  witnesses,  the  "  perfection"  of  the  memorial  spoken  of  in  the 
statute  T]  It  is  submitted  that  it  is.  It  clearly  would  not  be  peffedai 
unless  attested  in  the  manner  required  by  the  statute. 

Our.  adv.  trnft. 

Wilds,  0.  J.,  now  delirered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 
«61 1 1      *^^^  ^^'^  <^  action  of  debt,  brought  by  the  plaintiff  as  assignee 
J  of  an  Irish  judgment  entered  upon  on  a  warrant  of  attorney.  [His 
lordship  stated  the  pleadings  and  the  facts,  ut  anH^  592.] 

With  regard  to  the  cTidence,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  exammed  copy 
of  the  enrolment  of  the  memorial,  was  good  evidence  of  the  assignment; 
as  was  held  by  Lord  Ridisdale  in  Hobhouse  v*  Hamilton,  1  Sch.  k  Let 
207 ;  and  that  for  anything  appearing  on  the  face  of  it,  the  ezecuti(m  of 
the  assignment  and  memorial  was  attested  by  the  two  witnesses,  whose 
attestation  was  in  general  terms — ^^  Signed  and  sealed  in  the  presence  of 
John  Shevlan  Maloney  and  Daniel  Charles  Leyden." 

If  the  first  assignment  was  inoperatiye,  for  want  of  due  attestation, 
it  might  be  contended  that  the  second,  being  executed  by  Francis  Leyden, 
as  well  as  Burnley,  would  be  Talid  and  effectual,  if  Francis  Leyden  had 
power  to  assign,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  denied  by  the  first  plea. 
The  main  question,  therefore,  arises  on  the  issue  so  raised,  yis.  whether^ 
an  the  marriage  of  Franeie  Leyden  with  Alicia  Fitzgerald^  the  right  to 
aeeign  the  judgment  heeame  veeted  in  him*  The  judgment  being  a  chose 
in  action  of  the  wife  before  her  marriage,  he  could  not,  without  the  aid 
of  the  9  O.  2,  c.  5,  hare  made  any  valid  disposition  of  it,  unless  it  had 
first  been  reduced  into  possession.  In  C!o.  Litt.  851  b,  the  law  is  stated 
in  these  terms : — ^^  The  marriage  is  an  absolute  gift  of  all  chattels  per- 
sonal in  poeeeeeian  in  her  own  right,  whether  the  husband  surTive  the  wife 
or  no:  but,  if  they  be  in  action,  as,  debts  by  obligation,  contract,  or  other- 
wise, the  husband  shall  not  have  them,  unless  he  and  his  wife  recorer 
them."  Garforth  v.  Bradley,  2  Yes.  sen.  675,  Purdew  v.  Jackson,  1 
^^^_  Buss.  19,  Honnor  v.  Morton,  8  Buss.  65,  '^'and  Ellison  tr.  Elwin, 
J  18  Simons,  809,  all  recognise  that  rule.  Nor  could  the  husband 
have  maintained  any  proceeding  to  reduce  this  judgment  debt  into  pos- 
session, without  making  his  wife  a  party :  Bac.  Abr.  Bartm  and  Feme 

(o)  And  IM  MoodU  v.  Beid,  1  Madd.  616,  7  Taunt  365;  Doe  d.  Hotohkin  v.  Pi«ro6,  6  Tbunk 
4IS;  Wtfs^t «.  BmIow,  S  M.  a  Sdw.  612. 
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(F),pL  14;(a) Com.  IMg.  J}(vv» ami  I'^im^ (R  2);  Milner n.  Millies,  8  T. 
R.627. 

'  A  cose  vas  died  at  tbe  bar,  from  Yiner's  Abridgin6iit(6)— -^  If  a  feme 
nko  baa  a  term  or  int^reat,  as  ezeentrix,  by  atatute-merchant,  takes  baron, 
the  baron  may  grant  over  the  interest  without  the  feme ;  and  good,  in 
assise :"  and  Bro.  Abr.  (TrofUs,  pi.  157,(i7)  is  referred  to.  The  reason 
appears  in  Bro.  Abr.  Baron  and  Feme,  pL  59,{d)  vis.  that  the  term  or 
interest  was  only  a  chattel^  of  which  the  hnsband  might  dispose.  Now, 
the  Btatate  9  G.  2,  c.  5  (Irish),  begins  by  reciting,  ^^  whereas,  judgments, 
statutechstaple,  and  statates-merchant,  are  frequently  assigned  for  valu- 
oUe  ean9ideratumif  and  to  protect  the  purchase  of  estates,  bat  are  no 
more  than  equitable  securities  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees ;  and  whereas 
assignees  of  such  judgments,  as  the  law  now  stands,  cannot  reyire  or  dis- 
cbarge the  same  in  their  own  names,  but  in  the  names  of  the  conusees  of 
such  judgments,  &;c.,  or  their  representatives,  which  is  often  attended 
with  great  inconveniences,  and  ike  conusee  may,  after  such  assignment, 
enter  satisfiEtction  on  the  record  of  the  judgments,  &c.,  without  the  know- 
ledge or  consent  of  the  assignee."  The  mischief  to  be  remedied,  there- 
fore, was,  that  the  assignees  of  judgments,  &c.,  had  equitable  securities 
only,  which  might  be  afterwards  affected  by  the  misconduct  of  the 
assignors.  For  remedy  thereof,  it  was  enacted,  ^^  that,  from  and  after, 
Ac.,  where  any  "^conusee  or  conusees  of  a  judgment  or  judgments,  p^^.^  <> 
statute-staple,  or  statute-merchant,  his,  her,  or  their  executors  or  ^ 
administrators,  shall  assign  the  same  to  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever, 
sadi  conusee  or  conusees,  his,  her,  or  their  executors  or  administrators, 
shall  also  perfect  a  memorial  of  such  assignment.'*  The  statute  then 
provides  for  the  enrolment  of  that  memorial  of  record,  with  certain  for- 
malities. Section  2  provides,  that,  ^^  after  such  memorial  has  been 
entered  on  the  roll,  the  assignee,  his  or  her  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  and  no  other  person,  may  revive  the  judgment,  and  issue  execu- 
tion, and  acknowledge  satisfaction,  in  his  or  her  own  name ;  and  that  such 
assignee,  his  or  her  executors  or  administrators,  may,  firom  time  to  time, 
assign  the  same  over,  in  manner  aforesaid." 

The  object  and  effect  of  the  statute  is,  to  give  Uffal  securitiei  to  those 
assignees  of  judgments,  who  before  had  only  equitable  securities,  to  enable 
tiem  to  have  execution  of  them  in  their  own  name,  and  to  protect  the 
conusors  who  paid  to  assignees  the  money  secured  by  such  judgments. 
Francis  Leyden,  the  husband  of  Alicia  Fitsgerald,  is  not,  bjf  the  vford$  of 
tke  9tattUe,  enabled  to  cungn.  He  was  not  the  conusee  of  the  judgment, 
nor  the  representative  of  the  conusee;  nor  did  he,  by  his  marriage, 
aoquire  a  disposing  power  over  it.    And  we  cannot  discover  any  intention 

(a)  Citing  H.  43  E.  3,  fo.  10,  pL  81.  In  tbni  eaae,  tho  obUgntion  wm  mnd«  io  Ui«  hiubnnd  nod 
wife  during  ooTerture. 
(6)  VoL  iy.  p.  U,  ^tXt  Barm  tmd  Fmm,  (F.),  pL  12. 
(c)  dttng  24  &  3,  fo.  63.  (<!}  Citing  37  Abi.  pL  IL 
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in  the  legblatare  to  give  a  diBposing  power  to  tko9e  who  had  it  not  before^ 
nor  any  wards  to  effect  such  an  object. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  Francis  Leyden  did  not,  by  reaMn 
of  hifl  intermarriage  with  Alicia  Fitzgerald,  become  entitled  to  the  said 
judgment;  nor  did  the  right  thereto,  and  to  assign  the  same,  become 
vested  in  him ;  and,  consequently,  the  verdict  on  the  first  issue  joined, 
must  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

The  second  issue  is  on  the  plea  denying  that  Francis  Leyden  and 
^^  .-  Alicia  his  wife  assigned  to  Rumley, — ^which  ^puts  in  issue  die 
^  effect  of  the  deed  executed  by  Francis  Leyden  and  Alicia  Im 
wife :  and,  if  we  are  right  in  holding  that  Francis  Leyden  did  not,  by  his 
marriage,  acquire  a  right  to  assign,  it  follows  that  the  verdict  on  this  isiee 
also  must  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

On  the  third  and  fourth  issues,  it  will  remain,  as  found,  for  the  plain- 
tiff; and  also  on  the  sixth,  seventh,  and  ninth. 

On  the  fifth,  eighth,  and  tenth,  it  must  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

Rule  accordingly. 


ELLIS  V.  WATT,  Executor  of  TRENCHARD.    Nov.  24. 

A  defendant  sued  in  a  eonnty-ooarl  m  an  executor,  pleaded  plene  adminittravit,  and  jadgmeal . 
was  given  for  the  plaintiff,  for  tbe  debt,  to  be  leried  of  assets  quando  aecid^rinL  The  plaintiff 
afterwards  took  out  a  summons,  suggesting  a  deotutavit : — Held,  no  ground  for  a  prohibition^ 
— although  the  summons  was  irregular,  in  not  stating  Ihat  the  assets  had  oome  to  the  defimd- 
ant's  hands  c{/ler  judgment 

Thb  plaintiff  having  levied  a  plaint  for  132. 15«.  lOd.  in  the  Wimbome 
Minster  County-Court  of  Dorsetshire,  against  the  defendant,  as  the  exe- 
cutor of  one  Trenchard,  the  defendant,  on  the  15th  of  September,  1849, 
appeared  and  pleaded  plene  adwinixtravil* 

The  judge  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  claimed,  to 
be  levied  of  assets  quando  aectderintj  and  directed  the  defendant  to  pay 
the  costs  forthwith,  which  was  done.     Some  time  afterwards,  the  defend-  • 
ant  was  served  with  a  summons  out  of  the  same  county-court,  suggesting 
a  devastavit^  which,  upon  the  hearing,  on  the  18th  of  October,  was  dis-  • 
missed  by  the  judge,  on  the  ground  that  such  summons  varied  from  the 
judgment  given  by  the  court.     On  the  29th  of  October,  another  sum-  • 
mens  was  served,  also  suggesting  a  devastavit^  in  which  the  informality 
contained  in  the  first  was  corrected.     It  appeared,  that,  on  the  hearing 
of  the  former  summons,  the  judge  intimated  his  intention  of  investigating 
^r^^f,-^  and  adjudicating  the  defendant's  executorship  accounts.     "^The 
^  defendant  in  his  affidavit  swore  that  no  assets  had  come  to  his 
hands  since  the  judgment  had  been  given. 

OhanneUf  Serjt:,  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  a  prohibi- 
tion should  not  issue  to  the  judge  of  the  county-court,  to  restrain  further 
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proceedings  on  the  last-mentioned  summons.  There  is  no  doabt  that  the 
proper  course,  in  the  superior  courts,  when  judgment  against  the  future 
aaaets  has  been  obtained,  is  to  bring  a  neire  facias  on  the  judgment,  and 
to  suggest  thut  assets  haye  come  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant :  Williama 
on  Executors,  p.  1705.  Here,  the  summons  does  not  say  when  the  assets 
came  to  the  defendant's  hands.  It  may  mean  that  they  came  before  plea 
pleaded ;  and,  if  so,  it  would  be  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  plea,  which 
was  found  for  the  defendant.  By  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  78,  the  judges 
are  authorized  to  make  rules  of  practice  for  the  county-courts,  but,  cases 
.to  which  such  rules  do  not  extend,  or  which  are  not  provided  for  by  the 
statute,  are  to  be  governed  by  the  practice  of  the  superior  courts. 
[Maulb,  J.  Your  application  is  for  a  prohibition,  which  can  only  be 
granted  where  the  inferior  court  has  not  jurisdiction  to  proceed.]  There 
may  be  some  doubt,  certainly,  whether  this  is  a  case  for  a  prohibition ; 
but  the  judge  is  proceeding  in  a  way  not  warranted  by  the  practice  of 
the  superior  courts ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  this  summons  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  Bcire  fadas^  which  the  county-court  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
grant.  In  Woodhams  v,  Newman,  7  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  654,  it  was  held 
that  a  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  enter  a  suggestion  to  deprive  a 
plaintiff  of  costs,  under  the  129th  section  of  the  county-courts  act,  where 
the  debt  or  demand  originally  exceeded  20Z.,  but  is  reduced  below 
♦that  sum  by  a  set-off.  Here,  the  form  of  summons  is  that  pre-  r^^r^^r, 
scribed  by  the  act,  where  the  judgment  recovered  is  de  bonis  testa-  ^ 
toris.  By  r.  32,  ^^  where  judgment  has  been  given  against  executors  and 
administrators,  that  the  amount  be  levied  upon  assets  of  the  deceased 
quando  acciderintj  the  plaintiff  may  at  any  time  proceed  by  plaint 
against  them,  suggesting  that  assets  have  come  to  their  hands ;  and  the 
court  shall  proceed  and  give  judgment  thereon,"  &c.  The  plaintiff 
should  have  proceeded  under  that  rule,  by  a  new  plaint  in  the  nature  of 
a  scire  facias^  suggesting  a  devastavit. 

Mauls,  J.  It  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  judge  has  not  jurisdiction. 
The  parties,  however,  have  fallen  into  a  mistake,  in  applying  a  form 
given  by  the  judges  on  a  judgment  de  bonis  testatoris  to  a  judgment 
quando  aceiderint.  The  defendant  may  raise  an  objection,  in  the  nature 
of  a  demurrer,,  to  the  form  of  the  summons.  I  think  your  point  is  good, 
and  that  the  judge  ought  so  to  decide ;  in  like  manner  as  this  court  would 
hold  a  scire  facias  to  be  bad,  for  not  showing  whether  assets  fell  before 
or  after  plea  pleaded. 

V.  Williams,  J.  We  must  give  the  judge  of  the  county-court  credit 
for  knowmg  the  ordinary  law  on  this  subject. 

Per  curiam.  Bule  refused. 


(tl7        DUKE  OV  BRUNSWICK  v.  SLOWMAIT.   H.  T.  1849. 


»-,—  *THE  DUKE  OF  BRUNSWICK  t>.  SLOWMAN  and 
'^'■'  Others.    JV<w.  24. 

TIm  want  of  »  d*t«  in  the  jura*  of  an  affidsTtt^  is  not  oared  by  %  reference  te  it  in  Miolher  alB^ 

dftvit»  M  "an  Affidavit  of  A.  B.  sworn  on  snoh  a  day." 
SmbU,  that  this  oonrt  will  not  give  oosts  where  a  rale  is  dischaxiged  soMy  on  the  gronnd  that  the 

mifidavit  npon  which  it  is  foonded  has  a  defeetiTe  jurat 

Lush,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  calKng  upon  the 
plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  defendant  Miles  should  not  be  discharged 
out  of  custody  as  to  this  action,  with  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  arrest 
was  contrary  to  good  faith,  and  also  that  the  ecu  sa.  under  which  Miles 
had  been  arrested,  was  void  by  reason  of  an  informality,  to  which  the 
attorney  who  appeared  for  the  other  defendants  in  the  cause  had  by  a 
judge's  order  undertaken,  without  Miles's  assent,  not  to  object.  The 
motion  was  founded  upon  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant  AGles,  and  also 
the  affidavit  of  James  Berry,  his  attorney. 

Allen^  Serjt.,  and  Hennikery  objected  that  Miles's  affidavit  could  not 
be  used,  the  jurat  being  defective.  They  referred  to  Blackwell  t;.  Allen, 
7  M.  &  W.  146,  af  d  Gobbett  v.  Oldfield,  16  M.  &  W.  469,  to  show  that 
an  affidavit  without  date,  or  with  a  jurat  otherwise  defective,  cannot  be 
received.  [Maulb,  J.  For  anything  that  appears,  this  affidavit  may 
have  been  sworn  after  the  rule  was  granted.] 

Luihy  contra.  In  Blackwell  v.  Allen,  there  was  no  date  whatever  to 
the  jurat :  the  affidavit  might  have  been  a  stale  one.  Here,  the  jurat 
has  the  month  and  the  year ;  and  the  affidavit  speaks  of  something  that 
took  place  after  the  13th.     [Wilde,  C.  J.     Every  affidavit  must  be  cer- 

*6181  ^^^'  ^^^  ™^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^  ^  ^^  ^^^^  *^^^  ^^  extraneous  aver- 
-'  ments,  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury.]     The  other  affidavit, 

which  refers  to  the  defective  affidavit,  cures  the  defect.     [Maule,  J.     It 

refers  to  it  merely  as  '^  an  affidavit  of  James  Miles,  sworn  the  16th  day  of 

November  instant."    That  does  not  help  you.  You  cannot  make  use  of  it.] 

Lmh  then  sought  to  support  his  rule  upon  Berry's  affidavit  only,  but 
failed. 

AlleUj  Serjt.,  asked  that  the  rule  might  be  discharged  taith  eogts. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  If  this  rule  had  been  moved  solely  on  the  ground  that 
the  arrest  of  Miles  was  against  good  faith,  and  had  been  met  by  a  tech- 
nical objection,  I  should  have  thought  the  rule  should  have  been  dis- 
charged without  costs.(a)  But,  inasmuch  as  the  rule  was  also  moved  on 
another  ground,  viz.  to  set  aside  the  ca.  «a.,  contrary  to  the  undertaking 
entered  into  by  the  judge's  order,  for  which  no  good  ground  has  been 
shown,  I  think  the  rule  should  be  discharged  with  costs. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 

(a)  In  BlaekweU  v,  Allen,  the  Court  of  Ezohequer  intimated,  that,  in  future,  they  would, — ^in 
eonformity  with  the  cases  of  Oooper  v.  Archer,  12  Price,  149,  and  Houlden  e.  Fasson,  6  Bingh. 
ISO,  8  M.  A  P.  659, — under  similar  circumstances,  discharge  a  rule  with  costs.  And  they  followed 
that  course  in  Frost  e.  Hayward,  10  M.  A  W.  673,  and  also  in  Cobbett  e.  Oldfield,  ubi  •icprd. 

And  see  Pardee  e.  Territt,  5  U.  A  Q.  S91, 6  8cot^  N.  R.  278;  Laokington  «.  Atherton,  5  M.  A 
a.  292,  n.|  6  Boott»  K.  B.  240. 
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♦SAINTBR  V.  FERGUSSON.    Nov.  24.  [*619 

The  pUintiff  obtained  a  rerdict  and  jadcpnent  for  5001.  damage^  aad  1951. 6$.  ooeto :  the  defend- 
ant aftenrarda  beeame  banknipt»  and  the  plaintiiT  prored  under  the  Jlat  for  the  coaft  only  t — 
The  oonrt  refiiaed  (o  enter  a  nggettion  of  the  proof  npon  the  roU^^there  being  no  precedent^ 
and,  in  the  opinion  of  the  oonrt^  no  neoeasity,  for  it 

Th£  plaintiff  haTing  obtained  judgment  against  the  defendant  in  an 
aetion  for  tlie  breach  of  an 'agreement,  for  6002.,  and  185{.  6$.  for  costs, 
in  JEbster  term  la8t|(a)  and  the  defendant  haying  become  bankrupt, 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  7th  of  June  last,  proved  under  the  fiat  for  the  co8t$ 

Tawnsend  now  moYod  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show 
cause  why  a  suggestion  should  not  be  entered  upon  the  roll,  of  the  fact 
of  the  plaintiff  haying  elected  to  proye  under  the  jSot.  The  59th  section 
of  the  6  G.  4,  c;  16,  enacts,  ^^that  no  creditor  who  has  brought  any 
action,  or  instituted  any  suit,  against  any  bankrupt,  in  respect  of  a  de- 
mand prior  to  the  bai^ruptcy,  or  which  might  haye  been  proyed  as  a 
debt  under  the  commission  against  such  bankrupt,  shall  proye  a  debt 
under  such  commissi<HO^  or  haye  any  claim  entered  upon  the  proceedings 
under  such  commission,  without  relinquishing  such  action  or  suit ;  and, 
in  case  such  bankrupt  shall  be  in  prison  or  custody  at  the  suit  of,  or 
detained  by,  such  creditor,  he  shall  not  prove  or  claim  as  aforesaid,  with- 
out giving  a  sufficient  authority  in  writing  for  the  discharge  of  such  bank- 
rupt ;  and  the  proving  or  claiming  a  debt  under  a  cammieeum  hy  any 
creditor  J  shall  he  deemed  an  election  by  iueh  creditor  to  take  the  benefit 
of  9uch  commieeianj  mth  respect  to  the  debt  so  proved  or  claimed :  provided 
that  such  creditor  shall  not  be  liable  to  the  payment  to  such  bankrupt  or 
*his  assignees,  of  the  costs  of  such  action  or  suit  so  relinquished  ^i^n^r. 
by  him,"  &c.  The  debt  and  costs  form  one  entire  debt:(()  the  ^ 
proof  of  a  part,  therefore,  is  an  election  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to 
avail  himself  of  the  fi4xt  altogether.  [Maulb,  J.  Have  you  any  pre- 
cedent for  such  an  application  as  this  7]  This  course  was  suggested  in 
Kemp  V.  Potter,  6  Taunt.  649.  There,  the  action  was  commenced  on 
the  i8th  of  July,  1816,  and  the  defendant,  who  was  then  a  bankrupt, 
on  the  21st  of  July  obtained  his  certificate.  On  the  17th  of  November, 
the  defendant  filed  a  plea,  of  his  bankruptcy  and  certificate.  The  plain- 
tiff had  within  the  term  exhibited  under  the  commissbn  an  affidavit  of 
the  debt  for  which  this  action  was  brought ;  whereupon,  the  defendant  had 
ruled  the  plaintiff  to  reply ;  and  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  dis- 
charge that  rule,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  with  costs,  declaring 
that  he  abandoned  his  aotion,  and  had  made  his  election  to  proceed  under 
the  commission.  Lens^  Serjt.,  opposed  the  rule,  contending  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  some  certain  assurance  that  the  action  was  at 

(a>  Tide  7  Man.  6r.  k  a  716. 

(I|  Vide  Beny  «.  Irwin,  aal)^  p»  SSSL 
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an  end ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  onght  to  discontinue.  And  Oibbs,  C.  J., 
said :  "  The  defendant  is  not  proceeding  for  costs  in  this  case ;  for,  he 
never  can  get  them.  Perhaps  he  has  some  reason  to  complain  of  the 
plaintiff,  in  that  he  has  commenced  his  action  just  at  the  time  when  the 
bankrupt  is  abonf  to  obtain  his  certificate,  and  has  put  him  to  considerable 
expense.  The  defendant  having  pleaded,  rales  the  plauntiff  to  reply ;  and 
this  application  is  made  to  discharge  that  role  with  costs:  and  the 
qnestion  is,  whether  this  is  not  the  proper  course  for  the  defendant  to 
^ke,  in  order  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  give  him  that  satisfaction  to  which 
he  is  entitled ;  for,  /  think  the  defendant  is  entUUd  to  have  some  entry  or 
suggestion  entered  on  the  record^  so  thut  it  may  appear  that  the  defendant 
^^^^-  *mll  be  no  further  troubled  in  this  action;  for,  otherwise,  the 
•J  defendant  stands  under  the  apprehension  that  the  action  may  at 
some  time  be  proceeded  in." 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  has,  after  judgment,  proved  under  the 
fiat  for  a  part  of  the  judgment-debt.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  fact  of 
such  proof  is  quite  as  good  as  the  suggestion  you  ask  for. 

Maule,  J.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  such  suggestion  has  ever  been 
entered,  or  attempted  to  be  entered,  on  any  record  whatever,  notwith* 
standing  the  desire  expressed  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Qibbs,  in  Kemp  «. 
Potter,  to  originate  such  a  practice.  The  case  being  at  an  end,  I  cannot 
discover  any  advantage  to  be  gained  by  the  course  proposed. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refused. 


DICK  V.  BEAVAN.    Nov.  26. 

An  afldaTii  for  %  dUtHmgat  to  outlawry,  ttating,  that  the  aaiwen  to  the  attempts  made  to  a«?v 
the  defendant  with  the  writ  of  aummoDS  at  his  last  known  residence  here,  were,  that  the 
defendant  is  abroad ;  that  all  reasonable  means  and  diligenoe  have  been  inefTectnally  used  to 
serre  the  defendant  personally,  and  that  the  deponent  believes  the  defendant  keeps  ont  of  the 
way  to  avoid  serviee,— is  sni&oient;  a  less  degree  of  partioolarity  being  required  on  iroeh  an 
application,  than  on  moving  for  a  dittringat  to  compel  appearaaoe.  *■ 

In  proceeding  to  outlawry  by  writ  of  summons  and  dittringaif  the  first  extgi  faeioM  is  properiy 
tested  on  the  day  on  which  the  diHringa$  is  returned, 

A  Judge's  order  for  a  dutringas  was  made  and  dated  on  the  11th  of  Oetober,  upon  a  defeettre 
affidavit :  the  affidavit  was  amended,  and  re-sworn  on  the  13th,  and  the  order  was  then  delivered 
out  as  of  the  12th.  Upon  a  motion  to  rescind  the  order  and  subsequent  proceedings  thereon, 
the  court  allowed  the  date  to  be  altered  to  the  13th,  upon  payment,  by  the  plaintiiT,  of  the  costs 
of  the  amendment  and  of  the  application  to  rescind  the  order. 

A  DISTRINOAS  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  to  outlawry  against  the 
defendant,  was  applied  for  and  granted  by  Talfourd,  J.,  at  chambers, 

*6221  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  October  *last,  upon  an  affidavit  stating  that  the 

-^  deponent,  on  the  29th  of  September,  attended  at  the  last  known 

place  of  abode  of  the  defendant,  situate  and  being  No.  14  Stratford 

Place,  Oxford  Street,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  for  the  purpose  of 
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serving  him  with  a  copy  of  the  writ  of  smnmons,  and  then  and  there 
eaw  and  was  answered  by  a  person  who  stated  his  name  to  be  Thomas 
Emney,  who,  on  being  asked  by  the  deponent,  if  the  defendant  liyed 
there,  replied  that  the  defendant  had  left  about  ten  months  since,  and 
had  gone  to  reside  abroad ;  he  believed,  at  Paris,  The  affidavit  then 
proceeded  to  state,  in  the  nsnal  way,  appointments  to  call,  and  calls  pnr* 
suant  thereto,  at  the  place  before  mentioned,  for  the  purpose  of  serving 
the  defendant ;  that  similar  answers  (viz.  that  the  defendant  was  abroad) 
were  on  each  occasion  received,  and  that,  on  the  last  call,  a  copy  was 
left:  and  it  continued  thus, — *^And  this  deponent  farther  saith  that  he 
bath  used  all  reasonable  means  and  all  possible  diligence  to  serve  the 
defendant  personally  with  a  copy  of  the  said  writ  of  summons ;  but,  on 
neither  of  the  said  occasions,  nor  at  any  other  time  after  the  issuing  of 
Ihe  said  writ,  was  this  deponent  able  to  effect  such  service ;  and  that,  for 
the  reasons  aforesaid,  this  deponent  verily  believes  the  said  defendant 
kept,  and  still  keeps,  out  of  the  way,  to  avoid  personal  service  of  the  said 
writ:"  and  concluded  with  negativing  the  defendant's  appearance  to  the 
writ,  ^^  according  to  the  exigency  thereof." 

The  order  for  the  dietringas  was  made  and  dated  on  the  12th  of  Octo- 
ber.  The  defect  in  the  last  paragraph  of  the  affidavit  being  afterwards 
discovered,  the  affidavit  was  amended,  and  re-sworn  on  the  18th,  on 
which  day  the  order  was  delivered  out  by  the  judge's  clerk. 

Prideauxy  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  moved  to  rescind  the  order 
of  the  learned  judge,  and  all  *subsequent  proceedings  thereon,  for  r^o^ 
irregularity,  with  costs.  He  submitted,  that  the  affidavit  sworn  ^ 
on  the  IStii  of  October  could  afford  no  foundaticm  for  an  order  bearing 
date  the  preceding  day;  and  that,  if  an  indictment  for  perjury  were 
framed  upon  it,  it  would  not  appear  that  any  judicial  proceeding  had 
been  taken  thereon. 

Further,  he  submitted  that  the  affidavit  did  not  warrant  the  order, 
inasmuch  as  it  contained  no  statement  to  justify  an  inference  that  the 
defendant  had  gone  abroad  with  a  view  to  aVoid  his  creditors.  In  Qrover 
V.  Hindmarsh,  7  Dowl.  P.  0.  607,  it  was  held,  that,  in  order  to  obtain 
a  dietringae  to  compel  appearance,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show,  that,  at 
the  calls,  the  defendant  has  been  stated  to  be  abroad.  [Maule,  J. 
More  strictness  has  been  required  in  the  affidavit  on  moving  for  a  die- 
tringas  to  compel  appearance,  than  where  it  is  to  found  proceedings  to 
outlawry.]  In  Simpson  t^.  Lord  Graves,  2  Dowl.  P.  0.  10,  it  was 
expressly  held,  that,  where  the  defendant  is  absent  at  the  time  of  the 
endeavour  to  serve  a  writ  of  summons,  a  dietringas  cannot  be  moved  for, 
unless  grounds  are  shown  from  which  the  court  can  infer  that  the  defend- 
ant is  keeping  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  being  served.  [Maule,  J.  It 
does  not  appear  that  that  was  a  distringae  to  outlawry.]  It  must  have 
been.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  It  is  much  too  doubtful  to  be  relied  upon  as  an 
authority.]    In  Bound  v.  Brown,  1  DowL  N.  8.  860,  it  was  shown  by 
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letters  from  the  defendant,  that  hewaa  alnroadfor  the  pvpoie  of  afoidi^g 
procefls.  Here,  there  is  a  total  absence  of  facts  from  which  the  ooiot 
can  see  any  intent  to  delay  or  aroid  process. 

By  the  Sd  section  of  the  nnifoimi^  of  process  act,  2  W.  4,  c.  89,  the 
distringas  is  to  be  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  wherein  the 
dwellii^-house  or  place  of  abode  of  the  defendant  shall  be  situate,  and  a 
MO/n  *^P7  ^^  ^^^  dittringas  serred  on  the  defendant  if  he  can  be 
^  met  with,  or,  if  not,  is  to  be  left  at  the  place  where  audi  diMtringas 
is  execated.  [Maulb,  J.  That  applies  to  die  diaffinga»'  io  cempd 
appearance.  The  dittringas  to  oadawry  is  r^pdated  by  die  5th  section, 
which  provides,  that,  upon  the  return  of  mm  est  imfentuB  and  fmUa  Smm 
as  to  any  defendant  against  whom'  such  writ  of  distringas  as  thereinbe- 
fore mentioned  shall  haye  issued,  it  shall  be  lawfiil  to  proceed  to  ouUsw 
such  defendant  by  writs  of  exigifaeias  and  proclamation,  and  otherwise, 
in  such  and  the  same  manner  as  may  now  be  lawfolly  done  upon  die 
retom  of  nan  est  inventMS  to  a  pharies  writ  of  eajriasad  respimdendmm 
issued  after  an  original  inrit.]  That  refers  to,  and  inccnrporaiieB,  die  8d 
section.  The  serrice  of  the  distringas  at  the  place  idiere  it  is  ezecated, 
is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  making  die  return  of  nan  esiinventus  and 
nnIJa  bona.    [MaxiIiB,  J.    Where  was  this  writ  executed  ?]    Nowhere. 

He  also  moved  that  the  writs  of  exigent  and  proclamations,  and  all 
subsequent  proceedings,  might  be  set  aside  for  irrf^gidarity,  on  the  ground 
that  the  first  writ  of  exigi  facias  was  tested  on  the  day  on  which  the 
distringas  was  returned,  instead  of  on  the  reham  dag, — citing  Yere  v. 
Oowar,  8  N.  C.  603,  4  Scott,  287.  [Hauub,  J.  That  is  precisely  in 
accordance  with  the  5th  seotion  of  2  W.  4,  c.  89,  and  all  the  books  of 
practice  lay  it  down  that  the  exigi  facias  is  properly  tested  on  the  day 
of  the  return  of  the  distring4is.']{b) 

WHiDB,  C.  J.  The  court  think  you  are  entitled  to  a  nde  upon  the 
first  point,  but  that  neither  of  the  others  can  be  sustained. 
*8251  *  WaUinger,  Seijt,  now  showed  cause.  The  fact  of  the  learned 
judge's  order  bearing  date  on  the  day  on  which  the  affidavit  had 
been  originally  sworn,  gives  rise  to  no  discrepancy  or  ambigaily,  inas- 
much as  it  was  not  delivered  out,  and  therefore  was  not  operative  as  an 
order,  until  the  13th,  when  the  affidavit  was  re-sworn.  (T.  WiUiiAics, 
J.  You  should  have  had  the  order  amended  at  the  time.  Wilds,  G.  J. 
It  is  clearly  an  irregularity :  but  I  think  it  is  competent  to  the  court  to 
allow  it  to  be  amended,  on  payment  of  costs.] 

Prideauxj  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  court  or  a  judge  has  no  juris- 
diction to  make  an  order  for  a  distringas,  unless  the  affidavit  upon  which 
the  application  is  founded,  is  duly  sworn  at  the  time  the  order  is  made. 
£Matjle,  J.  In  point  of  fact,  the  order  here  was  not  issued  until  the 
affidavit  had  been  perfected.]  It  was  a  complete  and  perfect  order  on 
the  12th.    This  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  court  will  aUow  an  amend* 

.  (a)  See  Cox  «.  B«ft?afi,  vM,  p»  SU,  and  SS7,  note  (a). 
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ment.  In  Doe  d.  Hill  v.  Tollett,  1  D.  ft  L.  121,  where  a  party  obtained 
a  rule  nisi  npon  affidavits  which  were  badly  intituled,  and,  discovering 
his  mistake,  he  applied  to  the  coort  for  leave  to  take  the  affidavits  off  the 
file,  and  amend  and  re-swear  them, — the  court  refused  to  allow  such  a 
course  to  be  taken,  an  the  ground  that  the  affidamU  vfould  appear  to  have 
been  swam  after  the  rtde  wa%  drawn  up  ;  and  they  also  refused  to  allow 
a  fresh  rule  to  be  drawn  up^  on  aaiended  affidavits,  but  suggested  a  new 
motion,  upon  affidavits  disclosing  the  circumstances  of  the  error,  giving 
no  opinion,  however,  upon  the  validity  or  effect  of  such  new  motion. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  The  court  is  perfectly  satisfied  that  the  only  objection 
here,  is,  tiiat  the  order  of  my  brother  ^Taltoubd  was  by  mistake  r^egng 
misdated*  Until  delivered  out,  it  was  no  order  at  all,  and  could  '- 
not  be  available  for  any  purpose.  The  only  difficulty  we  have  felt,  is,  as 
to  the  amendment.  Now,  I  find  many  analogous  cases  in  which  amend> 
ments  have  been  made.  In  Stevenson  v.  Castle,  1  Chitt.  Rep.  849,  a 
writ  of  ea.  ea,  varying  from  the  judgment  in  the  statement  of  the  sum 
recovered,  the  court  aUowed  the  writ  to  be  amended,  on  showing  cause 
against  a  rule  for  setting  it  aside,  on  payment  of  costs, — the  defendant 
undertaking  to  bring  no  action.  So,  in  Walker  v.  Hawkey,  5  Taunt. 
858, 1  Marsh.  899,  where  a  writ  of  eapiae  ad  respondendum  was  made 
returnable  on  a  day  certain,  instead  of  being  made  returnable  on  a  gene- 
ral return  day,  the  court  allowed  the  writ  to  be  amended,— even  after  a 
rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  to  quash  it  for  irregularity.  I  perfectly  well 
remember  having  myself  been  concerned  frequently  in  similar  motions. 
I  think  the  rule  shoiild  be  discharged,  on  payment  of  costs  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  liberty  to  amend  the  judge's  order, 
on  payment  of  costs. 

v.  Williams,  J.  This  is  as  dear  a  case  as  could  possibly  be  con- 
ceived. I  think  it  would  be  the  height  of  absurdity  to  yield  to  Mr. 
Prideaux's  objection.  Bule  discharged  accordingly. 
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The  judges  who  sat  in  banco  in  this  yaoation,  were— 

Mauls,  J.  Y.  WiLLiAHd,  J. 

Crbsswell,  J.  Talfourd,  J. 


LORD  V.  HALL.    Dee.  6. 

upon  •&  If fae  as  (o  th«  endonement  of  »  promlsBory  note  by  J.  S.,  it  wm  proTed,  that  the  wUb 
of  J.  S.  had  the  general  masageiiieiit  of  hii  biisiness;  that  she  waa  in  the  habit  of  dniwfai|^ 
accepting,  and  endorsing  billa  and  notes  in  his  name ;  and  that  the  name  of  J.  8.  was  endorsed 
upon  the  note  in  question  by  his  daughter,  by  the  direction  and  in  the  presence  of  her  Another, 
by  whom  the  note  was  afterwards  handed  to  the  plaintiif: — Held,  that  it  was  a  question  of  ftot 
for  the  Jury,  whether  the  endorsement  so  made  was  within  the  scope  of  the  wife's  authority; 
and  that  the  eridenoe  warranted  them  in  concluding  that  it  was. 

Assumpsit.    The  first  connt  of  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  defend- 
anty  on  the  8d  of  May,  1844|  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  and 
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thereby  ^promised  to  pay  to  the  order  of  Joseph  Shattleworth  the  r^gos 
sum  of  251.,  three  months  after  the  date  thereof,  and  delivered  the  ^ 
same  to  the  said  Joseph  Shuttleworth ;  and  that  Joseph  Shuttleworth 
endorsed  the  same  to  the  phuntiff,  &;c. 

Seeond  plea, — ^that  the  said  Joseph  Shuttleworth  did  not  endorse  the 
note,  modo  etformd;  whereupon  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Y.  Williams,  J.,  at  the  ^rst  sitting  at 
Westminster,  in  Trinity  term  last.  It  appeared  that  Shnttleworth  was  a 
mathematical  instrument  maker ;  that  his  wife  was  in  the  habit  of  manag- 
ing all  his  affairs,  and,  amongst  other  things,  drawing,  acceptmg,  and 
endorsing  bills  in  his  name ;  and  that  the  note  in  question  was  endorsed 
by  Shutdeworth's  datighter,  in  his  name,  in  the  presence  and  by  the 
direction  of  her  mother ;  and  that  it  was  tiden  delivered  by  the  latter  to 
the  plaintiff. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted  that  the  issue  on  the 
endorsement  must  be  found  for  the  defendant ;  for,  that  the  mother  had 
no  right  thus  to  delegate  to  her  daughter  the  authority  to  endorse. 

The  learned  judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  for  8U.  10«.,  the  amount  of  the  note  and  interest, — ^reserv- 
ing .leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  on  the 
second  issue,  if  the  court  should  think  the  endorsement  by  Shuttleworth 
was  not  well  proved. 

ITumfrey  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  against  which 

Whitehunt  now  showed  cause.  It  appeared  at  the  trial  that  Shuttle- 
worth's  business  was  generally  managed  by  his  wife ;  that  she  was  in  the 
habit  of  drawing,  accepting,  and  endorsing  bills  and  notes  in  his  name ; 
*and  that  she,  having  previously  by  the  hand  of  her  daughter  r^z^oq 
endorsed  the  note  in  question,  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff.  The  ^ 
endorsement  by  the  daughter  by  the  direction  and  in  the  presence  of  her 
mother,  was  clearly  an  act  of  the  latter :  Qm  faeitper  idium  fadt  per 
96.  This  is  not,  as  suggested,  a  delegation  of  a  delegated  authority. 
Suppose  Mrs.  Shuttleworth,  from  some  accidental  cause,  were  rendered 
unable  to  make  the  endorsement  with  her  own  hand,  could  it  be  said 
that  she  was  precluded  from  using  the  hand  of  another  person  for  that 
purpose?  A  recognition  of  an  act  of  an  agent  binds  the  principal 
Where  a  man  hands  over  a  bill  or  note  with  his  acceptance  or  endorse- 
ment upon  it,  he  is  estopped  from  afterwards  saying  that  the  acceptance 
or  the  endorsement  is  not  his :  and  here  Shuttleworth  would  be  estopped 
from  denying  his  endorsement,  by  the  act  of  his  acknowledged  agent  in 
delivering  over  the  note,  endorsed,  to  the  plaintiff. 

Humfrey^  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  note  is  handed  over  by  Mrs. 
Shuttleworth  to  the  plaintiff,  with  an  unauthorised, — a  forged, — endorse- 
ment by  the  daughter.  How  can  the  defendant  be  estopped,  by  some- 
thing done  to  the  note  after  it  had  passed  out  of  his  hands,  from  denying 
that  the  endorsement  was  the  endorsement  of  Shuttleworth  ?    [Maulb, 

2k2 
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J.  Slmtdewortii  tras  estopped :  he  h^  done  sometlimg.  wMek  amoimti 
to  an  order.  If  the  endorsement  by  the  daughter  was  made  niidw  the 
authority  of  the  father,  it  ia  no  forgery*  The  sabstantial  rij^t  of  the 
defendant  is,  to  be  secore  that  he  pays  the  right  person.  The  question 
is  whether  this  was  not  really  the  act  of  liie  wife.]  K  the  wife  might 
lawfully  delegate  her  authority  to  the  daughter  in  this  way,  what  is  there 
to  preyent  the  daughter  delegating  it  in  her  turn  to  another  ?  [Maulb, 
J.  It  is  conceded  that  one  having  an  auth(Hrity  of  this  sorti  cannot 
^      -  '^'delegate  it.]    In  Toms,  app.,  Cuming,  resp.,  7  M.  &  G.  88, 8 

'^  Scott,  N.  B.  910, 1  Ltttw.  Beg.  Oas.  200,  this  court  held  that  a 
notice  of  objection  under  the  registrati(»i  act,  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  17, 
must  be  signed  by  the  hand  of  the  party  objecting.  [Maulb,  J.  Nobody 
denies  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  require  a  signature  by  the  hand  of 
the  party.  If  the  authority  given  to  the  wife  here,  was,  to  endorse  by 
aU  means  which  would  make  the  endorsement  enure  as  an  endorsement 
by  her,  this  clearly  would  be  an  execution  by  her  of  that  authori^,  and 
no  delegation.]  To  hold  that  the  wife  could  by  any'Other  hand  than  her 
own  exercise  the  authority  confided  to  her  by  her  husband^  would  be  to 
lay  down  a  doctrine  which  will  be  v^  embarrassing  to  oommemkl 
transactions. 

Maulb,  J.  It  seems  to  have  been  put  at  the  trials  as  a  question  of 
law,  wheAer  the  rule,  deleg<xtu%  nan  potest  delegare^  applied,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  defendant  to  a  verdict  upon  the  second  issue.  It  seems  to  me, 
however,  that  this  was  far  from  being  a  correct  view  of  the  matter :  the 
maxim  has  no  application  at  all  here.  The  question  is,  whether,  upon 
the  evidence,  the  wife  was  not  acting  in  the  strict  exercise  of  the  autho* 
rity  conferred  upon  her  by  her  husband,  in  doing  what  she  did,  viz.  in 
requesting  a  third  person  to  do  it  in  her  presence.  There  was  evidence 
that  the  wife  had  the  general  management  of  her  husband's  business. 
And,  when  he  authorized  her  to  draw,  accept,  and  endorse  bills  in  his 
name,  that  may  fairly  be  extended  to  authorizing  her  to  select  some 
person,  pro  hde  viee,  to  write  the  name  of  her  husband  for  her.  It  may 
be  that  this  may  lead  to  some  inconvenience.  Bnt,  her  husband  having 
trusted  her  to  exercise  her  discretion  as  to  drawing,  accepting,  and 
^^^^  -  endorsing,  may  be  assumed  to  *trust  her  also  to  use  her  discretion 
-■  to  select  the  hand  of  another  to  carry  her  intention  inti^  effect.  I 
think,  and  I  believe  the  rest  of  the  court  agree  with  me,  that  there  was 
evidence  for  the  jury  upon  this  issue :  and  there  could  be  v^ry  little  doubt 
as  to  the  conclusion  the  jury  would  come  to.  I  therefore  think  the  ver- 
dict ought  not  to  be  disturbed.  I  find  a  case  of  Ex  parte  Sutton,  2  Cox, 
B.  C.  84,  which  may  be  worth  considering  with  referrace  to  this  subject. 
It  was  there  held  that  an  authority  given  to  A.  to  draw  bills  in  the  name 
of  B.,  may  be  exercised  by  the  clerks  of  A.  The  way  in  which  that  case 
seems  to  me  to  apply  to  the  present,  is  this, — ^the  lord  chancellor  treats 
the  extent  of  the  authority  as  a  mattw  of  faot  to  be  inferred  from 
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Ae  evidence:  and  lliat  eonfirma  the  view  we  h%re  taken  upon  this 
oooasii^D. 

Cbssswblii,  J.  I  agree  with  mj  brother  Maulb  that  this  rule  ought 
not  to  be  made  absolute.  Both  parties  seem  to  haye  treated  the  question 
at  the  trial  as  one  of  law.  That  was  clearly  a  mistake.  It  was  purely 
a  question  for  ihe  jury,  whether  or  not  the  eyidence  showed  an  authori^ 
given  by  the  husband  to  tixe  wife  to  endorse  in  the  way  which  was 
adopted  here.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  what  yerdict  I  should  have 
been  disposed  to  concur  in  if  I  had  been  on  the  jury.  Many  reasons 
might  be  urged  to  influence  a  decision  either  way.  The  authority  of  an 
agent  ought  not  to  be  unduly  extended. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  discharged. 


*VINES  V.  ARNOLD.    Dec.  4.  [*682 

A.  having  a  demand  acMwt.Bb  for  171.  aid  212. 10«.,  in  rifpect  of  tw<^  seyenJ  parcels  of  goods, 
levied  a  plaint  against  him  in  the  eonnty-ooart  for  the  first-mentioned  sum:  on  the  day 
appolntad  Ibr  the  hearings  A.4iA  not  i^pear ;  wherenpoi^  B.  admitting  the  eanse  of  action;  the 
jadge  pronouneed  judgment  Inr  A.  fer  111.  A.  afterwwdi  brought  an  notion  in  this  oourt  far 
the  212. 10«. ;  to  which  B.  pleaded  the  recoTcry  against  him  in  the  county-oourty — arerring 
that  A.  had  at  "Ae  hearing  ahcmdontd  Ae  eeeeit  of  hit  demamd  beyond  the  171,,  pursuant  to  the 
•Sd  MotioB  of  tiM  9  A  10  Tiot  e.  95  :^HeH  on  a  traTorse  of  ihaJt  allegation,— tiiat  the  above 
facts  disproved  the  plea;  for,  that  the  mere  levying  a  plaint  for  a  part  of  the  demand,  was  not, 
per  tCf  an  abandonment  of  the  excess. 

Dbb79  for  goods  sold  amd  delivered. 

Pleas, — ^firsty  neyer  indebted^ — secondly,  that,  before  the  oonunence- 
ment  of  the  suit,  and  at  ihid  time  ^f  the  entering  of  the  plaint,  and  of 
the  issuing  of  the  sununons  thereaft w  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  16th  of 
January,  1848,  the  defendant  dwolt  within  the  district  for  which  the 
Lunbeth  County-Court  of  Surrey,  held  at  Denmark-Hill,  Camberwell, 
was  then,  and  still  is,  holden,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court ; 
tiiat  the  plaintiff  then  dwelt  within  tw^ity  miles  from  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  nor  was  the  defi^dant,  an  officer  of  that  court ; 
that  the  defendant  was  then  indebted  to  the  plaintifl^  as  well  in  the  said 
moneys,  and  for  and  Jn  respect  of  the  said  causes  of  action,  in  the  decla- 
ration mei^ioBed,  as  also  in  the  sum  of  172.  for  the  price  and  value  of 
goods  before  then  sddand  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant, 
at  his  request ;  that  the  plaintiff  then  had  cause  of  one  action  against 
the  defendant,  as  well  for  and  in  respect  of.  the  said  moneys  and  causes 
of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  as  for  the  said  172.,  and  the 
same  wholly  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court ;  that  the 
said  cause  of  action  then  was  for  more  than,  and  exceeded,  the  sum  of 
202.,  and  amounted  in  the  whole  to  a  larger  sum,  to  wit,  882. 10«.;  that 
*the  said  cause  of  action  then  formed  and  constituted  together,  r^git 
and  was,  one  entire  dd>l  and  demand  against  the  defendant^  and  ^ 
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for  tbe  recoverj  of  the  whde  of  the  same  a  plaint  then  might  and  oodd 
haye  been  entered  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  at  the  said 
connty-court,  under  the  statute  made  and  passed  in  the  session  of  parlia- 
ment held  in  the  ninth  and  tenth  years  of  the  reign  of  onr  Lady  the  now 
Qneen,  intituled  ^^  An  Act  for  the  more  easy  recovery  of  small  debts  and 
demands  in  England/'  and  he  might  by  law,  and  according  to  that  sta- 
tute, have  recovered  the  same  in  and  by  a  plaint  and  action  at  his  suit 
against  the  defendant  in  the  said  court,  if  the  same  had  not  been  more 
than  202. ;  that  the  phdntiff  thereupon,  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  sum 
of  ni,  to  wit,  on,  ke.y  commenced  and  brought  a  suit  against  the  defendr 
ant  in  the  said  Lambeth  County-Court  of  Surrey,  l^ld  at  Denmark- 
Hill,  Camberwell,  as  aforesaid ;  that,. for  that  purpose,  the  plaintiff  then 
entered,  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose,  at  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
court,  a  plaunt  in  writing,  stating  the  names  and  last  known  places  of 
abode  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  and  the  substance  of  the  action 
intended  to  be  brought,  according  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided ;  that  the  plaintiff  therein  stated  that  the  said  action  was  brought 
for  the  recovery  of  the  said  sum  of  172.,  and  the  said  plaint  was  then 
numbered  A.  245,  according  to  the  order  in  which  it  was  entered ;  that, 
the  said  plaint  being  so  entered,  thereupon,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  a  summons, 
stating  the  substance  of  the  said  action,  and  bearing  in  the  margin  thereof 
the  same  number  as  the  said  plaint  was  numbered,  was,  within  the  juris- 
diction  of  the  said  county-court,  issued  out  of  that  court,  under  the  seal 
thereof,  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  against  the  defendant,  and  whereby 
the  defendant  was  summoned  to  appear  at  the  Lambeth  County*Court  of 
*6S41  ^^^"^^7>  ^  '^^  holden  at  Denmark-Hill,  Camberwell,  on  the  8d 
-'  of  February,  1848,  at  the  hour  of  twelve  at  noon,  to  answer  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  on  contract  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  sum  of  172. ; 
that  he,  the  defendant)  having  appeared  in  the  said  action  at  the  said 
county-court,  according  to,  and  as  required  by,  the  said  summons,  and 
having  defended  the  said  action  in  the  said  county-court,  sueh  proceed- 
ings were  thereupon  had  in  that  action,  and  upon  die  said  plain^  in  that 
court,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  8d  of  February,  1848,  the  said 
action  came  on  to  be  tried  in  the  said  Lambeth  County-Court,  at  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  before  G.  C,  Esq.,  the  judge 
thereof,  at  which  time  and  place  the  plaintiff  was  duly,  as  required  by 
law,  cidled  upon  to  appear,  but  did  not  appear  ;  that  the  defendant  then 
and  there  did  appear,  and  then  admitted  the  said  cause  of  action  to  the 
full  amount  of  the  said  sum  of  172. ;  that  thereupon  it  was  adjudged  by 
the  said  court  that  the  plaintiff  should  recover  against  the  defendant  the 
said  sum  of  172.  for  his  debt,  together  with  the  costs  of  suit,  amounting 
to  the  sum  of  22.  8«.  8(i ;  that  it  was  then  ordered  by  the  said  court  that 
ihe  defendant  should  pay  the  same  by  instalments  of  12. 10«.  every  four 
weeks,  until  the  same  should  be  wholly  paid,  the  first  payment  to  be 
made  on,  &c. ;  that  the  said  judgment  was  then  entered  of  record  in  the 
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court, — as  by  the  reeord  and  proceedings  thereof,  remaining  in  that 
court,  would  more  fully  appear ;  that  the  said  judgment  had  not  been 
rescinded,  reyersed,  or'  altered ;  that  the  plaintiff  did,  to  wit,  on  the  said 
hearing  of  the  said  action,  abandon  all  demands  in  respect  of,  and  the 
whole  of,  the  said  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant,  sare  and  except 
as  to  the  said  sum  of  VIL ;  and  that  the  said  judgment  of  the  said  court 
upon  such  plaint  as  aforesaid,  was,  and  still  is,  according  to  the  said 
statute,  in  full  discharge  of  aU  '^'demands  in  respect  of  the  said  r^gor 
cause  of  action.  The  plea  then  concluded  with  averments  of  ^ 
identity  of  the  parties,  and  that  the  cause  of  one  action  in  the  county- 
court  was  the  same  identical  cause  of  action  as  that  in  the  declaration 
mentioned. 

The  plaintiff  replied,  trayersing  the  alleged  abandonment  of  the  excess 
beyond  11 L  in  the  county-court.    Issue  thereon. 

The  case  was  tried  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  second  sitting  at  Guild- 
hall, in  Hilary  term  last.  The  facts  were  as  follows : — The  plaintiff  was 
a  jBour-factor ;  the  defendant  a  baker,  residing  and  carrying  on  his 
business  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Lambeth  County-Court.  On  the 
2l8t  of  January,  1847,  the  defendant  purchased  of  the  plaintiff  ten  sacks 
of  flour,  at  86«.  per  sack ;  and  a  note  of  the  amount,  172.,  was  given  to 
him  by  the  plaintiff.  On  the  1st  of  February,  in  the  same  year,  the  de- 
fendant bought  of  the  plaintiff  other  ten  sacks,  at  48«.  per  sack ;  and  on 
that  occasion  a  bill  of  both  parcels  was  sent  in,  amounting  to  88{.  10a., 
deducting  47.  10s.  for  short  weight  and  damage. 

In  January,  1848,  the  plaintiff  levied  a  plaint  against  the  defendant  in 
the  Lambeth  County-Court,  for  a  debt  of  172.  The  matter  came  on  for 
hearing  on  the  8d  of  February,  when,  the  defendant  being  present,  and 
admitting  the  debt,  but  the  plaintiff  not  appearing^  the  judge  made  an 
.order  for  the  payment  of  the  amount  by  monthly  instalments  of  80a. 
each, — ^the  costs  of  the  defendant's  attendance  to  be  allowed,  if  the 
plaintiff  declined  to  take  the  order.  It  did  not  appear  that  the  plaLntiff 
had  availed  himself  of  this  judgment.  He  afterwards  brought  this  action 
to  recover  the  211, 10s.,  for  the  second  parcel  of  flour. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  insisted,  that,  inasmuch  as  he  had 
not  appeared  in  the  county-court,  and  consequently  there  had  been  no 
abandonment  of  the  ^excess-  of  his  debt  over  202.,  the  case  was  r^gog 
not  affected  by  the  68d  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95.(a)  *- 

The  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  first  issue,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  second, — ^reserving  to  the 
former  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  on  the  second  issue  also, 

(a)  Which  enaoti,  "  that  it  shall  not  be  lairfU  for  any  plaintiff  to  divide  any  oanae  of  action 
for  the  poipose  of  bringing  two  or  more  salts  in  any  of  the  said  [eotinty]  courts,  bat  any  pUdn- 
Uff  having  a  cause  of  action  for  more  than  202.,  for  which  a  plaint  might  be  entered  under  this 
act  if  not  for  more  than  2(U.,  may  abandon  the  exeeM,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  shall,  on  prov- 
ing his  case,  recoyer  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  302. ;  and  the  Judgment  of  the  court  upon  suoh 
plaint  shall  be  in  ftill  discharge  of  all  demands  in  respect  of  snch  cause  of  action,  and  tntry  of 
the  Judgment  ehaU  be  made  accordingly.** 
VOL.  VIII. — 60 
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damages  212.  lOt.,  if  the  cofort  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  evidoiioe 
negatiTed  the  second  plea. 

Hawkhu,  in  Hilary  term  last,  obtained  a  ntle  nisi  aooordingly.  He 
submitted,  that,  the  plaintiff  not  appearing  in  the  comitj-coart,  the  judge 
thereof  oonld  not,  and  in  point  of  fiict  did  not,  put  him  to  his  election  to 
abandon  so  much  of  his  entire  demand  as  exceeded  201. ;  that  the  proper 
comrse  for  the  defendant  to  pnrsne  in  the  coanty-conrt,  was,  to  call  npon 
the  judge  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff  for  not  appearing,  or,  in  the  oTent  of 
his  appearing,  to  object  to  the  jurisdiction,  unless  the  plaintiff  would, 
under  s.  63,  elect  to  ti&e  a  verdict  for  202.,  and  to  abandon  the  excess. 
[Maulb,  J.  There  may  be  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  although  he  does 
not  appear.  The  179th  section  enacts,  ^Hhat,  if,  upon  the  return  day  of 
any  summons,  or  at  any  continuation  or  adjournment  of  the  said  court, 
or  of  the  cause  for  which  the  said  summons  shall  have  been  issued,  the 
plaintiff  shall  not  appear,  the  cause  shall  be  struck  out ;  and,  if  he  shall 
appear,  but  shall  not  make  proof  of  his  demand  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
^f,Q^  court,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  *iSie  judge  to  nonsdt  the  plaintiff,  or 
-*  to  give  judgment  for  the  defendant ;  and,  in  either  case,  where 
the  defendant  shall  appear,  and  shall  not  admit  the  demand,  to  award  to 
the  defendant,  by  way  of  costs  and  satisfaction  for  his  trouble  and  attend- 
ance, such  sum  as  the  judge  in  his  discretion  shall  think  fit ;  and  such 
sum  shall  be  recoverable,  ftc. :  Provided  always,  that,  if  the  plaintiff 
diall  not  appear  when  called  upon,  and  the  defendant,  or  some  one  duly 
authorised  on  his  behalf,  shall  appear,  and  admit  the  cause  of  action  to 
the  full  amount  claimed,  and  pay  the  fees  payable  in  the  first  instance 
by  the  plaintiff,  the  court,  if  it  shall  think  fit,  may  proceed  to  give  judg- 
ment as  if  the  plaintiff  had  appeared."] 

Joyce  now  showed  cause.  At  the  time  of  levying  the  pbint,  the 
plaintiff  had  one  cause  of  action  only  for  882.  10«. ;  for,  according  to 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Aykroyd,  In  Re,  1  Exch.  479, 
5  D.  &  L.  701, — ^which  has  since  been  acted  upon  in  both  the  other 
courts, — ^^  cause  of  action,"  in  the  63d  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95, 
means  ^^  cause  of  one  action,"  and  is  not  limited  to  an  action  on  one 
separate  contract.(a)  And  it  is  admitted  on  the  pleadings  in  this  case, 
that  the  debt  mentioned  in  the  declaration  and  the  debt  claimed  in  the 
county-court  are  identical.  [Hawhins,  contri,  denied  this.]  The  plain- 
tiff could  not  split  his  demand.  [Talfoukd,  J.  The  issue  is,  whether 
or  not  the  plaintiff  made  his  election,  under  s.  68,  to  abandon  so  much 
of  \m  demand  as  exceeded  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county-court.]  Suing 
^^^_  in  the  local  court  was  an  election.  [Maulb,  J.  *Th6  63d  sec- 
^  tion  in  terms  prohibits  the  splitting  of  demands  so  as  to  bring 
two  suits  in  the  county  court :  but  it  does  not,  in  terms,  prohibit  the 

(a)  L  e.  whore  there  Is  a  eoune  of  dealing  eTidencing  an  intention  that  the  whole  shall  termi- 
nate in  one  oontraot.  Quctre,  whether,  in  the  principal  case,  the  sending  in  of  a  aecond  bill, 
indnding  both  parcels,  was  eyidence  of  nioh  an  intention  ? 
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i|ilittmg  a  demandy  for  the  purpose  of  brmging  one  siiit  in  the  coim^ 
eovrt,  and  another  in  the  8ttperi<Mr  conrt.]  The  68d  eeetion  ezpreaBly 
proyides  that  the  judgment  of  the  count  j*ooart  xspoi^  the  plaint  ^^  shall  be 
in  full  discharge  of  all  demands  in  respect  of  such  cause  of  action." 
[Maulb,  J.  That  is,  where  the  plaintiff  has  been  called  upon  and  has 
consented  to  abandon  the  excess,  ^  and  entry  of  the  judgment  shall  be 
made  aeeordingly"'}  That  means  merely  the  legal  effect  of  such  a. 
judgment.  [Maulb,  J.  I  should  say  it  means — something  showing 
that  a  larger  sum  was  found  to  be  due,  and  the  excess  abandoned.]  The 
replication,  it  is  submitted,  does  not  fairly  raise  the  objection.  By  seek- 
ing to  avail  himself  of  the  assistance  of  the  county-court,  the  plaintiff 
admitted  that  the  matter  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court ;  and  he 
could  only  give  the  court  jurisdiction  by  abandoning  all  over  202.  [V. 
Williams,  J.  All  that  that  proves,  is,  that  the  trial  in  the  county-court 
was  eoram  nan  judiee.  Maulb,  J.  The  defendant,  I  should  think^ 
might  waive  the  condition  of  abandonment,  which  was  for  his  benefit.] 

ffawkinsj  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  second  plea  alleges  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  appear  at  the  hearing ;  and  then  it  goes  on,  somewhat 
inconsistently,  to  aver  that  he  did,  ^^on  the  said  hearing  of  the  said 
action,  abandon  aU  demands  in  respect  of,  and  the  whole  of,  the  said 
cause  of  action  against  the  defendant,  save  and  except  as  to  the  said  sum 
of  17Z. :"  and  the  replication  distinctly  traverses  this  allegation.  All 
the  evidence  offered  to  sustain  the  issue,  was,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
appear  at  the  county-court  when  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  and 
that  the  defendant  admitted  the  debt,  *and  got  the  judge  to  give  r^noQ 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  172.  His  proper  course  was  to  get  ■- 
the  cause  struck  out,  or  a  nonsuit  entered.  There  is  no  pretence  for 
treating  this  as  a  case  of  abandonment. 

Maulb,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  must  be  something  done  by  the 
plaintiff  to  constitute  an  abandonment  of  the  excess  of  the  demand, 
within  the  6Bd  section  of  the  statute.  Where  the  debt  exceeds  the  sum 
to  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  extends,  that  enures  as  a  defence, 
aud  entitles  the  defendant  to  judgment,  unless  the  plaintiff  elects  to  bring 
himself  within  the  jurisdiction,  by  abandoning  the  excess.  The  plaintiff 
has  clearly  a  right  to  elect  whether  he  will  so  abandon,  or  yield  to  the 
objection,  and  submit  to  be  nonsuited.  The  legislature  never  could  have 
intended  anything  so  unreasonable  as  Mr.  Jag^  has  contended  for ;  and 
there  certainly  are  no  words  in  the  63d  section  which  require  us  to  put 
such  a  construction  upon  it.    I  think  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

Cbbsswbll,  J.,  had  gone  to  chambers,  having  first  intimated  his  acqui- 
escence in  the  judgment  about  to  be  pronounced. 

V.  Williams,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  in  this 
case  has  failed  to  prove  the  material  allegation  in  his  second  plea,  which 
was  put  in  issue  by  the  replication. 

Talfourd,  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  68d  section  of  the  9 
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k  10  Viet.  c.  95,  funuuihes  sirong  grounds  fpr  sni^^osmg  ihni  there  most 
be  some  act  of  abandonment  in  the  conntj-conrt,  beyond  the  mere  levy- 
ing of  a  plaint^  as  has  been  suggested.  Rule  absolute. 


♦640]      *DEVAUX  and  Another  v.  CONOLLT.    Dec.  10. 

The  plaintiffify  mereluuits  in  London,  ordered  of  the  defendant*  a  merchant  at  Singapore,  two 
parcels,  of  26  tone  and  150  tons  respectiTely,  of  terra  Japonica,  ''provided  it  can  be  laid  down 
here,  all  charges  incladed,  at  18«.  per  cwt"  The  defendant  sent  to  the  ptuntiiTs  inroiees  and 
bills  of  lading  representing  that  two  pacoels,  respeotive  of  those  weights,  had  been  shipped  to 
their  order,  and,  at  the  same  time,  drew  bills  npon  them  for  the  price,  which  the  plaintiib, 
npon  the  faith  of  the  representation  contained  in  the  inroiees  and  bills  of  lading,  accepted,  and 
dnly  paid.  Upon  the  arriral  of  the  goods  in  London,  the  net  weight, — ozeluslTe  of  paekages, 
which  consisted  of  baskets  and  leaves, — ^proved  to  be  24  tons  and  132|  tons  only,  liie  plain* 
tiifs  took  the  goods,  and  sold  them ;  and  now  brought  money  had  and  receired  to  reoorer  back 
the  sum  oreipaid,  as  npon  a  partial  fkilure  of  consideration. 

Upon  a  special  ease,  stating  it  to  be  the  custom  at  Singapore  to  purchase  terra  Japonlea  by  gross 
weight  as  packed,  and  in  London  to  sell  it  net  .'—Held,  that  the  plaintil^  were  entitled  to 
recover. 

Thi^  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  for  money  had  and  received,  money 
paid,  and  money  found  to  be  due  on  an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilde,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London 
after  Hilary  term,  1848,  when  a  verdict  was  found,  by  consent,  for  the 
plaintiffs,  damages  162Z.  11«.  8d.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court 
upon  the  following  case, — ^for  the  purpose  of  which,  it  was  agreed  that 
inferences  of  fact  should  be  drawn  by  the  court : — 

The  plaintiffs  are  merchants  in  London,  in  connexion  with  French 
commercial  establishments.  The  defendant  is  a  partner  in  a  mercantile 
house  at  Singapore,  trading  under  the  firm  of  Spottiswoode  &  Conolly. 

The  following  correspondence  took  place  between  the  parties,  at  the 
dates  therein  mentioned,  and  was  put  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiffs : — 

^'  London,  14  January,  1889. 
"  Messrs.  Spottiswoode  &  Conolly,  Singapore. 
♦6411  "  Gentlemen, — ^We  have  now  the  pleasure  of  *addre88ing  you 
a  small  order  for  our  friend  M.  S.  Legras,  of  Rouen,  viz.  twenty- 
five  tons  of  terra  japonica,  or  gambier,  in  squares,  of  good  'merchanta- 
ble quality,  in  baskets,  or  other  suitable  packages,  provided  it  can  be  laid 
dottm  hercy  all  chargeSj  commissionj  insurance^  and  freight  includedj  at 
a  price  not  exceeding  18«.  per  oH.  We  limit  the  execution  of  this  order 
to  three  months  from  the  arrival  of  the  present,  either  by  original,  dupli- 
cate, or  triplicate.  Yours,  &c.,  C.  Dbvaux  k  Co." 

The  terra  japonica,  or  gambier,  is  a  gum  obtained  from  the  acacia  tree, 
and  is  used  by  dyers. 
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On  the  19th  of  January,  1889,  the  plamtifis  wrote  to  the  defendant,  as 
follows  :-^ 

<<  London,  19  January,  1889. 
^^  Messrs.  Spottiswoode  &  Conolly,    Singapore. 

*^  Gentlemen, — ^We  confirm  onr  respects  of  the  14th  instant  We  have 
now  the  pleasure  of  addressing  yon  the  following  orders,  on  account  of 
our  friends,  Messrs.  Lefebre,  Yidal,  k  Co.,  and  Messrs.  Fandon  k  Co., 
of  Havre,  who  order  the  same  on  joint  account,  {inter  alia)  one  hundred 
and  fifty  tons  of  terra  japonica,  or  gambier,  in  packages,  giving  the 
preference  to  baskets,  if  the  same  can  be  laid  dawn  here  at  a  price  not 
exceeding  ITe.  to  18«.  per  cwt.^  all  charges^  freight^  and  insurance  in- 
cluded. It  is  understood,  if  you  cannot  get  all,  you  may  execute  any 
part  of  the  150  tons.  We  limit  you  for  the  execution  of  these  orders,  to 
from  three  to  four  months  from  the  date  of  the  arrival  of  this  letter,  by 
original,  duplicate,  or  triplicate.  For  the  payment  of  these  orders,  we 
shall  arrange  with  Messrs.  Small,  *Golquhoun,  &  Co.,  to  whom  p^/.^^ 
you  will  please  forward  bill  of  lading  and  policies  of  insurance."     '- 

"  Yours,  4;c.  0.  Dbvatjx  &  Co." 

Messrs.  Small,  Colquhoun,  &  Co.,  mentioned  in  the  preceding  letter, 
were  the  defendant's  agents  in  London. 

On  the  9th  of  May,  1889,  the  following  letter  was  addressed  by  the 
defendant's  house  at  Singapore  to  the  plaintiffs : — 

«  Singapore,  9th  May,  1839. 
^'  Messrs.  Devaux,  London. 

[This  letter  related  to  other  transactions.  It  acknowledged  the  receipt 
of  the  plaintiffs'  two  letters  of  the  14th  and  19th  of  January,  and  con- 
tained the  following  passages :] — 

^^  Your  letter  of  the  19th  of  January  contains  an  order  from  you  for 
Messrs.  Lefebre,  Yidal,  &;  Co.,  and  Messrs.  Fandon  &;  Co.,  of  Havre, 
on  joint  account,  for  100  tons  of  cutch,  &c. ;  and  also  for  150  tons  of  terra 
japonica,  in  baskets,  provided  we  can  lay  it  down  with  you,  all  charges 
included,  at  a  price  not  exceeding  lie.  to  18«.  per  cwt.  You  limit  us,  for 
the  execution  of  these  orders,  to  from  three  to  four  months  from  the  arrival 
of  your  letter ;  and  we  notice,  if  we  cannot  execute  the  whole  of  the  order 
for  the  150  tons  of  gambier,  we  may  send  as  much  of  it  as  we  can..  There 
is  at  present  no  vessel  loading  for  Havre ;  but,  should  there  be,  when  we 
have  any  of  the  above  orders  ready  for  shipping,  we  will  endeavour  to 
get  one-half  of  each  sent  on  there. 

^^  We  have  every  reason  to  expect,  unless  some  very  large  orders  arrive 
from  England,  to  be  able  to  execute  the  order  for  150  tons  of  gambier ; 
but,  at  present,  all  the  large  manufacturers  of  it  are  engaged  to  different 
houses  here,  for  quantities ;  and,  until  they  have  '^'fulfilled  their  r^,nMo 
engagements,  we  cannot  get  them  to  contract  with  us.  ^ 

"  Yours,  &c. 

"  Spottiswoodb  &;  Conolly." 

2L 
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On  the  18th  of  Maj^  1889,  the  defendant's  house  again  addressed  the 
plaintifEs,  as  follows : — 

«  Singapore,  18th  May,  1889. 

^'  Messrs.  C.  Devanz  k  Co.,  London^ 

"  Gentlemen, — ^We  beg  reference  to  the  aeoompanying  duplicate  of  onr 
last  respects  of  date  the  9th  instant,  and  now  wait  on  you  to  advise 
having  shipped,  in  the  Gilbert  Henderson,  the  25  tons  of  terra  japonica 
ordered  in  your  letter  of  the  14th  January  last,  amounting,  as  per  invoice, 
to  Sp.  91288.61, — ^bill  of  lading  and  invoice  of  which  we  have  this  day 
forwarded  to  Messrs.  Small,  Golqnhoon,  &  Co. ;  also  first  of  exchange 
drawn  by  us,  on  you,  in  their  favour,  at  six  months'  sight,  for  S04{.  16t. 
2d.  sterling,  being  amount  of  invoice,  at  the  exchange  of  4«.  9dt.  per  Sp. 
9 ;  and  we  hope  the  same  will  be  duly  honoured  by  you,  on  presentation. 
We  are  now  going  on  with  the  other  order  for  150  tons  of  terra  japonica, 
and  hope  to  be  able  to  execute  both  it  and  the  one  for  200  tons. 

"Yours,  &c. 

"  Spottiswoode  k  Conolit." 

By  the  same  mail  by  which  the  preceding  letter  was  sent  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, the  following  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  was  sent  by  the  defendant 
to  Messrs.  Small,  Colquhoun,  k  Co. : — 

"  Invoice  of  886  baskets  of  gambier  shipped  on  the  Gilbert  Henderson, 
by  the  undersigned,  and  consi^ed  to  Messrs.  Small,  Colquhoun,  k  Co., 
for  account  and  risk  of  Messrs.  C.  Devaux  k  Co.,  London  :-— 

^r»  i^-|«''S80  baaketi»  weighing  420  peenlB,  11  wtliM,  $2| $1155  M 

^"^^J  "Charges:  \ 

**  Boat  and  ooolie  hire,  marking,  weighing,  and  shipping,        -       -       12  00 
"  Godown  rent  @  2^  cents  per  basket,       -       -       -       -       -       -9  65 

"Insoraaoe  on  $1400  @  8  per  eent^  inelnding  }  per  eeni,  tat  effbctfaig 

ditto,  and  polioj-fee,  4        ......       ..40  00 

« Commission,  at  5  per  cent    -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       00  00-      128  81 

$1288  01 

The  bill  of  lading  was  in  the  usual  form,  making  the  goods  deliverable 
to or  assigns,  on  payment  of  freight  at  6L  St.  per  ton. 

The  gambier  therein  mentioned,  which  had  been  purchased  by  the 
defendant's  firm  for  the  pkintifi,  was  shipped  according  to  this  bill  of 
lading,  arrived  with  the  vessel,  and  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs,  as 
hereinafter  mentioned.. 

On  the  14th  of  June,  1889,  the  defendant's  house  addressed  the  fol- 
lo?ring  letter  to  the  plaintifis :— - 

'<  Singq>ore,  14th  June,  1889. 

^^  Messrs.  C.  Devaux  &  Co.,  London. 

'^  Gentlemen, — We  had  last  the  pleasure  on  the  4th  instant ;  and  since 
then  have  got  the  150  tons  of  terra  j^>onica,  ordered  by  you  for  account 
of  Messrs.  Lefebre,  Vidal,  k  Co.,  and  Messrs.  Fandon  k  Co.,  of  Havre, 
shipped  on  board  the  Elphinstone ;  and  by  this  opportunity  have  for- 
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warded  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  of  the  same  to  Messrs.  Small,  Colqn- 
hoon,  k  Co.,  and  draw  on  jou  for  the  amount,  in  their  favour,  saj,  1865^ 
Os.  Zd.  sterling.  Yours,  &c. 

"Spottiswoodb  k  Conolly." 

Bj  the  same  mail  bj  which  the  preceding  letter  was  sent  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, the  following  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  were  sent  by  the  defendant 
to  Small,  Colquhoun,  &  Co. : — 

*^^  Invoice  of  2188  baskets  gambler  shipped  on  the  Elphinstone,  t-i^qak 
by  Spottiswoode  k  ConoUj,  and  consigned  to  Messrs.  Small,  Col-  ^ 
quhoun,  k  Co.,  to  order  and  for  account  and  risk  of  Messrs.  C.  Devaux 
k  Co.,  of  London : — 

<<  2183  bMketa,  weighing  3520  peenk,  68  eattiM  @$2^ $7057  02 

**  Ohargei : 

**  Boat  and  eoolle  hire,  marking,  weiglilng,  and  shipping,        -       -      $00  00 
**  Godown  rent  at  2^  oenle  per  priail,   ......  63  14 

**  Infoiaaee  on  $8800  at  3  per  eent.,  inelnding  |  per  cent  for  effeeUag, 

andpolio7.fee4,Ez.  4|0 268  00     .     421  14 

$7478  76 
u  CommiBsion,  at  5  per  eent        ...       373  93 

$7852  69 

The  accompanying  bill  of  lading  made  the  goods  deliverable  unto 
order  or  assigns,  he  or  they  paying  freight  at  the  rate  of  61.  sterling 
per  ton. 

The  gambler  therein  mentioned,  which  had  been  purchased  by  the 
defendant's  firm  for  the  plaintiffi,  was  shipped  according  to  this  bill  of 
lading,  arrived  with  the  vessel,  and  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  as 
hereinafter  mentioned. 

The  ship  Gilbert  Henderson  arrived  in  London  on  the  18th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1889,  and  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  relating  to  the  shipment 
by  that  vessel  were  delivered  by  the  defendant's  agents  to  the  plaintiffs, 
in  exchange  for  their  acceptance  of  the  bill  of  exchange  for  804?.  16«. 
2d.  mentioned  in  the  defendant's  letter  of  the  18th  of  May,  1889.  The 
bill  was  presented,  when  due,  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  paid. 

The  terra  japonica  by  that  ship  was  landed  and  weighed  at  the  St. 
Katherine's  Dock.  Such  landing  and  weighing  commenced  on  the  24th 
of  September,  and  '^ehded  on  the  7th  of  October,  1889.  The  rn^aAQ 
result  appears  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  case.  ^ 

Before  the  writing  of  the  letter  next  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  invoice 
and  bill  of  lading  relating  to  the  shipment  by  the  Elphinstone,  had  been 
received  by  Messrs.  Small,  Colquhoun,  k  Co.,  and  had  been  exchanged 
by  them  for  the  acceptance  'by  the  plaintifis  of  the  bill  of  exchange  for 
1865Z.  06.  8{2.  mentioned  in  the  defendant's  letter  of  the  14th  of  June, 
1889 ;  but  the  Elphinstone  had  not  then  arrived  in  London.  The  last* 
mentioned  bill  was  duly  paid  at  maturity,  having  been  previously  dis- 
counted by  the  plaintifi  for  Small,  Colquhoun,  k  Co.    Both  the  ahip^ 


646  DBVAUX  v.  CONOLLY.   M.  V.  1849. 

ments  were  received  and  taken  by  the  plaintiffs  under  the  respective  bills 
of  lading. 

On  the  8th  of  November,  1889,  the  plaintiffs  addressed  the  following 
letter  to  the  defendant's  house: — 

"  London,  8th  November,  1839. 

^^  Messrs.  Spottiswoode  &  GonoUy,  Singapore. 

^^  Gentlemen, — We  confirm  our  last  letter,  of  the  Ist  instant.  The 
purport  of  the  present  is,  to  communicate  to  you  the  result  of  the  ship* 
ment  per  the  Gilbert  Henderson.  We  are  much  astonished  to  find  that 
the  parcel  invoiced  as  420  peculs,  and  which  ought  to  have  given  25  tons, 
only  turned  out  22  tons.  We  cannot  but  express  our  astonishment  at 
this  result ;  particularly  as  our  order,  of  the  14th  of  January  last,  for 
this  parcel,  was  clearly  expressed,  and  our  limit  given  of  18«.  per  ton, 
laid  down  here.  We  think  that  you  must  have  made  some  mistake  in 
making  out  your  invoice ;  as,  if  it  were  otherwise,  our  price  would  have 
been  considerably  exceeded ;  because  22  tons,  at  I89.,  the  limit  given, 
make  896Z.,  from  which  we  have  to' deduct 'the  amount  of  freight,  1157., 
leaving  281Z.,  and  your  draft  was  for  804Z.  odd,  thus  leaving  a  difference 

*6471  ^S^^^^^  7^^  ^^  *2M.,  supposing  our  extreme  limit  of  18«.  to  have 
^  been  paid. 
^'  We  hope  that  the  parcel  of  150  tons,  ordered  on  the  19th  January 
last,  for  Messrs.  Lefebre,  Yidal,  &  Co.,  and  Messrs.  Fandon  k  Co.,  of 
Havre,  which  you  have  shipped  per  the  Elphinstone, — your  draft  for 
which  we  have  paid, — will  not  turn  out  in  the  same  way ;  because,  in  that 
case,  we  must,  on  behalf  of  our  said  friends,  have  recourse  to  you  for  the 
difference,  as  you  will  have  paid  more  than  our  limits. 

"Yours,  &c., 

"  C.  Dkvatjx  k  Co." 

The  ship  Elphinstone  arrived  in  London  on  the  13th  of  November, 
1839.  The  terra  japonica  by  that  ship  was  landed  and  weighed  in  the 
London  Docks.  Such  landing  and  weighing  commenced  on  the  2l6t  of 
November,  and  ended  on  the  4th  of  December,  1839.  The  result  appears 
in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  case. 

On  the  6th  of  December,  1839,  the  plaintiffs  again  addressed  Messrs. 
Spottiswoode  &  ConoUy,  as  follows: — 

"  London,  6th  December,  1839. 

"  Messrs.  Spottiswoode  &  Conolly,  Singapore. 

"  Gbntlemen, — ^By  your  letter  of  the  5th  of  July,  you  inform  us  that 
you  were  about  shipping  the  order  for  200  tons  of  terra  japonica  on  board 
the  William  Parker,  and  that  you  had  taken  advantage  of  the  authority 
given  you  to  draw  on  us  in  favour  of  Messrs.  Small,  Colquhoun,  &  Co., 
at  sixty  days'  sight.  You  did  not  mention  what  sum :  but  those  gen- 
tlemen presented  us  a  draft  for  25002.,  ^hich  exceeded  our  credit  500L, 
and  which  we  offered  to  accept,  upon  condition,  that,  if  our  order  was  not 
ezeouted  according  to  the  limits  given,  they  would  repay  us  the  amount 
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This  tbey  declined  acceding  to.  Our  object  in  requesting  their  guarantee, 
arose  from  the  circumstance  of  the  parcel  of  terra  *japonica  per  p^^»^j. 
the  Gilbert  Henderson,  having  turned  out  short.  We  saw  again  ^ 
Messrs.  Small,  Colquhoun,  k  Go.  a  few  days  afterwards,  and  then  stated 
to  them,  that,  as  the  Elphinstone  had  arrived  with  the  terra  japonica 
invoiced  to  us  for  our  friends  Messrs.  Lefebre,  Vidal,  &;  Co.,  and  Fandon 
&  Co.,  of  Havre,  they  had  better  let  the  matter  stand  over  until  we  had 
the  weights  of  that  parcel,  as  it  would  probably  guide  us  as  to  what  we 
ought  to  do  respecting  your  draft.  We  were  only  able  to  obtain  the 
weight  of  the  parcel  per  the  Elphinstone  this  day ;  and  we  are  sorry  to 
inform  you  that  you  have  not  executed  our  order  according  to  our  instruc- 
tions. By  our  letter  of  the  19th  of  January  last,  we  ordered  150  tons 
of  terra  japonica  for  our  two  Havre  friends,  at  I89.  per  ton,  laid  down 
herej  all  expenses,  insurance,  and  commission  included.  In  this  order, 
you  have  invoiced  us  the  parcel  by  the  Elphinstone,  the  weight  turns  out 
to  be, — 

2188  baskets,  net        2685 . 0 .  18 
16  bags  sweepings       20 . 2 .  10 

2655.3.   0;  or 


182  tons,  15  cwt.  3  qrs.,  instead  of  150  tons. 

/^We  have  paid  your  draft  to  Messrs.  Small,  Colquhoun,  &  Co., 
amounting  to  1865Z.  Ot.  8<2.     The  freight  paid  by  the  Elphinstone  being 
52.  per  ton  net,  it  follows  that  the  cost  price  to  us,  supposing  our  extreme 
limit  to  have  been  paid,  ought  only  to  be  l&s.  per  cwt.,  without  freight. 
182  tons,  15  cwt.  8  qrs.  @  13s.  is        .        .      X1726    4  9 
instead  of 1865    0  3,  leaving  a 

balance  in  our  favour  of       •        •        •        •        £138  15  6,  which  we 


debit  you  of.  We  shall  thank  you  to  authorize  Messrs.  Small,  Colqu- 
houn, k  Co.  to  pay  us  the  same,  as  well  as  *the  small  balance  due  ^^^^ 
to  us  by  the  Gilbert  Henderson.  We  do  not  anticipate  any  objec-  ^ 
tion  on  your  part  to  do  so,  as  we  gave  you  precise  orders  that  we  would 
not  pay  more  than  I89.  per  cwt.  laid  down  here  ;  and  there  is  clearly 
some  mistake  in  the  way  you  have  calculated  your  weights  in  Singapore ; 
and  of  course  you  must  bear  the  consequence  of  the  error.  If,  however, 
and  contrary  to  our  imagination,  you  should  not  think  it  correct  to  pay 
this  claim,  we  shall  thank  you,  as  the  distance  that  separates  us  is  so 
great,  to  authorize  Messrs.  Small,  Colquhoun,  &  Co.  to  appear  for  you  to 
the  action  that  we  shall  bring  for  the  same :  for,  as  we  shall  be  obliged 
to  pay  our  correspondents  at  Havre,  we  cannot  consent  to  lose  this 
amount,  in  a  transaction  in  which  our  instructions  were  so  clearly 
defined.  Yours,  &c.  C.  Devaux  &  Co." 

VOL.  vni.— 51  2  L  2 
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On  the  19th  of  Fehruarj,  1840,  the  plaintiffs  again  addressed  the 
^defendant's  house  at  Singapore,  as  follows : — 

«  London,  19th  Fehruary,  1840. 

^^  Messrs.  Spottiswoode  &  OonoUj,  Singapore. 

^^  Gentlemen, — We  hope  you  will  authorize  Messrs.  Small  &  Go.  to 
pay  us  the  difference  arising  from  your  having  exceeded  our  limits  for 
the  parcel  of  terra  japonica  per  the  Gilbert  Henderson  and  the  Elphin- 
stone.  For  the  latter,  we  have  got  into  serious  difficulty  with  our  friends 
Messrs.  Lefehre,  Yidal,  &  Co.,  and  Fandon  k  Co.,  of  Havre.  You  will 
keep  in  mind  that  our  friends  understand  the  price  per  cwt.  laid  doum 
here.  You  will,  consequently,  have  to  calculate  accordingly.  We  have 
found  that  your  invoices  turn  out  12}  per  cent  less  than  the  quantity 
charged.  We  are  told  that  that  arises  from  the  way  you  make  your 
♦A'^m  P^"^^'^*^^^  ^^  *^®  natives,  who  do  not  give  you  any  tare,  ff,  *con- 
-l  sequently,  you  pay  for  the  baskets  the  same  price  as  the  terra 
japonica  they  contain,  that  will  account  immediately  for  the  loss  our 
friends  complain  of.  It  is  impossible  that  anything  like  a  loss  of  12| 
per  cent*  could  arise  on  the  voyage.  Yours,  &c. 

"  C.  Dbvaux  k  Co." 

In  answer  to  this  letter,  the  defendant's  house  at  Singapore  addressed 
the  following  letter  to  the  plaintiffs : — 

"Singapore,  27th  May,  1840. 

"Messrs.  C.  Devaux  &  Co.,  London. 

"Gentlemen, — ^We  are  sorry  you  refused  acceptance  of  our  draft, 
which  was  drawn  for  your  interest,  and,  if  our  memory  serves  for  the 
present,  we  think,  by  your  authority,  in  so  far  that  we  think  you  stated 
we  might  draw  on  you,  if  required,  to  the  extent  of  2000Z.  or  8000Z. 
There  was  no  doubt,  however,  that,  had  you  accepted  the  draft,  and  that 
we  had  not  ultimately  shipped  to  that  extent,  our  friends,  we  are  satisfied, 
would  never  object  to  refund  the  amount  short  shipped.  Bat  wc  are 
of  opinion,  from  patient  perusal  of  your  letters,  and  those  of  Messrs. 
Small,  Colquhoun,  &  Co.,  on  this  subject,  that  it  was  not  the  amount  we 
had  drawn  beyond  what  you  state  as  our  credit,  that  prevented  you,  but 
something  connected  with  the  expected  result  of  the  terra  japonica  in 
weight.  Now,  you  had  been  informed  that  the  baskets  and  leaves  (or, 
cagans,  as  called  here,)  are  weighed  as  terra  japonica ;  and  your  orders 
were  always  expressly  to  have  it  shipped  in  baskets,  with  leaves  for  lining. 
And  we  have  always  complied  with  these  instructions.  Your  friends 
eould  not  expect  to  get  packages  for  nothing :  and  we  are  sure  you  would 
not  expect  such  from  us,  without  any  allowance  whatever.  In  looking 
♦ftPin  ^^^^  y^^  calculation,  we  find  the  loss  *by  weight  is  about  \1\ 
J  per  cent.y  which  we  think  a  very  favourable  residt ;  and,  by  mak- 
ing a  comparison  with  other  shipments,  you  will  find  our  statement  cor- 
rect:  and,  notwithstanding  this  loss  in  weight,  it  appears  the  terra 
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japonica  stood  at  19«.  0|(I«,  at  least  under  19«.  Id.,  at  or  abore  which 
you  quote  the  price  of  the  article  to  be.  Under  these  circumstances,  of 
course,  you  had  the  option  of  receiving  the  goods,  by  accepting  our  draft, 
or  declining  the  same  ;  and,  as  the  article  was  laid  down  at  what  appears 
the  lowest  price  quoted,  we  think  you  would  not  have  been  injured  by 
taking  it.  As  you  had  not  taken  it,  we  must  only  keep  it  and  do  the 
best  we  can.  We  have  only  further  to  state  that  we  have  used  our  very 
best  endeavours  to  meet  your  wishes ;  and. we  feel  confident  that  no  per- 
son or  persons  could  have  done  more.  And  we  think,  if  you  make  inquiry 
of  other  parties  who  have  imported  that  article,  that,  generally  speaking, 
the  result  as  to  weight  will  be  worse  than  this  shipment  under  discussion. 
We  cannot,  therefore,  make  any  allowance  for  short  weight,  under  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  as  there  appears  to  be  only  3|  per  cent 
short,  the  packages  being  about  8  per  cent        Yours,  &c. 

"  SpOTTISWOODE  &  CONOLLY." 

On  the  2d  of  July,  1840,  Messrs.  ^Spottiswoode  &  Gonolly  again 
addressed  the  plaintiffs,  as  follows : — 

"  Singapore,  2d  July,  1840. 

"  Messrs.  C.  Devaux  &  Co. 

"  Gentlemen, — Our  last  respects  was  dated  the  27th  of  May ;  since 
which  time  we  are  in  receipt  of  your  esteemed  favour  of  8th  November, 
1889,  and  19th  and  29th  of  February,  and  2d  of  April,  received  as  fol- 
lows, viz.  8th  of  November,  received  the  18th  of  June,  19th  and  29th  of 
February,  on  the  28th  of  May,  and  2d  of  April,  on  the  22d  of  June. 
We  observe  the  loss  stated  *in  your  favour  of  the  8th  of  November,  r^gc.^ 
on  the  small  shipment  of  gambier  per  Gilbert  Henderson,  and 
note  your  remarks  that  you  think  there  may  be  some  mistake.  But  by 
this  time  you  will  be  aware  that  the  loss  is  usual  and  customary.  This 
lot  appears  to  have  lost  about  12  per  cent  The  19th  and  29tfa  of 
February  hand  us  orders  for  200  tons  and  150  tons  of  gambier,  at  179. 
and  179.  6d.  per  cwt.  We  note  your  remarks  on  this  subject,  which  shall 
have  our  best  attention.  The  2d  April  is  to  countermand  the  latter 
order,  viz.  150  tons  at  Via.  Gd.  We  regret  that  we  had  engaged  this 
quantity  some  time  before  the  arrival  of  your  letter ;  and,  although  it  is 
not  yet  all  received,  it  entirely  depends  on  the  party  whether  they  will 
keep  back  any  part,  or  compel  us  to  take  delivery.  The  order  for  200 
tons  we  cannot  execute  without  a  considerable  loss  to  ourselves ;  and  we 
think  you  are  not  desirous  that  we  should  lose  by  this  or  any  other  trans- 
action with  you.  This  present  order  for  150  tons,  we  undertake  to 
deliver  on  your  terms,  although  we  are  certain  of  not  making  one  farth* 
ing  of  commission  by  it.  But  our  motive  for  ui^ertaking  this  order,  was, 
to  show  you  that  we  would  rather  lose  our  commission  than  disappoint 
you ;  and,  at  the  same  time,  to  acquaint  you,  that,  on  all  future  orders 
for  this  article  that  you  may  favour  us  with,  it  must  be  distinctly  under- 
stood that  you,  or  the  person  for  whom  you  give  the  order,  must  allow 
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for  the  package  beyond  the  price  of  the  gambler ;  and  the  loss  by  weight 
in  the  gambler^  we  shall  take  upon  ourselyes.  We  are  satisfied  that  no 
house  in  Singapore  can  execute  your  orders  on  better  conditions  than  we 
do :  and  we  have  never  looked  forward  to  receiving  any  benefit  beyond 
our  commission ;  and,  as  you  know,  we  have  on  all  occasions  executed 
these  gambler  orders  under  your  limit,  however,  we  are  fully  aware, 
^/>co-i  tt*t>  when  you  expect  to  receive  a  certain  quantity,  you  *ought 
-'  to  get  that  quantity ;  and  on  all  future  occasions,  we  shall  take 
the  risk  of  loss  by  weight  on  ourselves. 

"Yours,  &c.  « 

"SpOTTISWOODB   &   CONOLLY." 

On  the  20th  of  October,  1840,  the  plaintiffs  addressed  the  defendant's 
house  as  follows : — 

"  London,  20th  October,  1840. 
"  Messrs.  Spottiswoode  &  Conolly,  Singapore. 

"  Gentlemen, — We  observe,  with  satisfaction,  that  you  admit,  that,  in 
ordering  gambler  in  weight  laid  dawn  here^  we  ought  to  have  it :  and  we 
hope  you  will  authorize  your  correspondents  to  pay  us  the  two  small 
amounts  we  claim  on  former  parcels.  We  know  that  package%  are  paid  as 
terra  in  your  place:  but,  in  ordered  goods  laid  down  here,  it  cannot  be 
expected  that  we  should  pay  packages  as  goods ;  and  you  ought  to  have 
taken  that  into  calculation,  in  executing  our  orders.  In  future  orders,  you 
say  you  will  debit  us  of  the  value  of  the  packages.  That  will  be  of  no 
consequence  to  us,  provided  that  the  terra  japonlca,  packages  included, 
do  not  exceed  the  limit  we  may  give  you.    Yours,  &c. 

"  C.  Dbvaux  &  Co." 

The  plaintiffs  proved,  by  the  evidence  of  brokers  in  London  accustomed 
to  the  trade,  and  by  particulars  of  sales  of  terra  japonlca,  that  it  is  the 
custom  to  sell  and  purchase  this  article  in  London  by  net  weight;  that  it 
is  sometimes  sold  as  so  many  tons,  and  at  others  as  so  many  baskets ;  but 
that,  in  either  case,  net  weight  is  paid  for,  the  weight  of  the  packages 
being  deducted  from  the  gross  weight ;  and  that  the  cargoes  in  question 
were  sold  by  the  plaintiffs  according  to  that  mode.  The  loss  of  weight 
on  the  passage,  is  about  Z^per  cent.,  and  8  percent,  for  baskets  and  leaves. 
*f{^ii  ^'^^^  defendant  examined  witnesses  at  Singapore,  under  a  com- 
-I  mission ;  who  proved,  that  terra  japonlca  is  an  article  of  sale  and 
export  from  Singapore;  that  it  was  always  exported  from  Singapore 
packed  in  baskets,  with  an  inner  covering  of  kadjang  leaves  ;  that  this 
mode  of  packing  was  done  at  Singapore,  by  the  native  sellers,  but  that 
gambler  was  likewise  imptrted  in  the  same  manner ;  that  it  was  always 
bought  from  the  native  sellers  in  baskets  and  leaves,  and  the  weight  of 
the  baskets  and  leaves  was  always  included  with  the  gambler  contained 
in  them ;  that  no  tare  was  ever  deducted,  and  no  allowance  whatever  was 
made  for  the  baskets  and  leaves,  and  that  it  was  Imported  in  the  same 
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manner ;  that  the  baskets  and  leaves  were  paid  for  as  gambier,  and  the 
whole  received  as  gross  weight ;  that  the  weight  of  the  baskets  and  leaves 
was  taken  as  part  of  the  gambier,  and  paid  for  as  such ;  that  this  was  the 
invariable  practice  prior  to  1846 ;  that  the  gambler  in  question,  when 
shipped,  was  packed  in  baskets  and  leaves,  in  the  usual  way,  and  was  pur- 
chased by  the  defendant  in  the  same  manner  in  which  it  was  afterwards 
shipped,  viz,  in  baskets  and  leaves ;  that  the  packing  in  baskets  and  leaves 
is  mostly  done  at  Singapore ;  and  that  gambler  is  not,  in  general,  brought 
to  Singapore  ready  packed  for  exportation. 

The  two  cargoes  of  terra  japonica  shipped  by  the  defendant  for  the 
plaintifis  by  the  ships  Gilbert  Henderson  and  Elphinstone,  at  the  times 
of  shipment  at  Singapore,  and  including  the  baskets  and  leaves  in  which 
the  same  were  packed,  weighed  respectively  as  follows,  that  is  to  say, 

Peools.  Catties.  Tons. 
The  shipment  per  OUbert  Ilcndcnon,         ....       i20        11    or    25 
That  per  Elphinstone, 2520       58    or  150 

r  The  same  shipments  when  landed  in  London,  by  the  "^dock  offi-  f^r^f^g^ 
^ers,  for  the  plaintiffs,  weighed  respectively  as  follows : —  ^ 

That  per  Gilbert  Henderson,  including  baskets  and  leaves, 

without  baskets  and  leaves,     - 
That  per  Elphinstone,  including  baskets  and  leaves,  .... 

without  baskets  and  leaves,     - 

Eight  per  cent  is  the  usual  and  customary  proportion  of  weight  for 
the  baskets  and  leaves,  in  packages  of  terra  japonica.  The  loss  of 
weight  was  from  the  usual  evaporation  during  the  voyage,  and  from  the 
drying  of  the  terra  japonica  during  that  time.  This  difference  was 
agreed  to  be  taken  at  8^  per  cent  loss  of  weight,  and  8  per  cent  for 
baskets  and  leaves. 

The  sum  of  1627.  Il8.  8d.  claimed  by  the  plaintifis  in  this  action,  was 
composed  of  49Z.  9s.  for  less  weight,  and  1187.  2s.  8d.  for  the  weight  of 
baskets  and  leaves. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  whether  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action  for  any,  and  what,  sum.  Should 
the  court  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative,  the  verdict  was  to  stand  for 
such  sum  as  the  court  might  direct.  Should  the  court  be  of  opinion  in 
the  negative,  a  nonsuit  was  to  be  entered. 

The  case  was  argued  on  the  1st  of  June  last. 

Barstow  (with  whom  was  ByleSj  Serjt.),  for  the  plaintiSs.(a)    The 

(a)  The  points  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  were, — **  1.  That,  according 
to  the  contracts  between  the  parties,  as  set  out  in  the  correspondence,  the  baskets  and  leaves 
were  not  properly  brought  into  weight  as  part  of  the  commodity  sold :  2.  That  the  def)»ndant  was 
liable,  as  the  party  dealing  with  the  plaintiffs, — the  defendant  being  either  principal,  or  an  agent 
who  did  not  disclose  his  own  principal,  or  agent  for  the  plaintiffs :  S.  That  the  sum  paid  by  the 
plaintiffs  beyond  the  proper  sum,  was  recoverable  under  one  or  other  of  the  eounts  of  the  present 
declaration." 
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I 

♦A^f^i  plaintiflfs  are  clearly  entitled  to  a  verdict  "^fer  the  full  amount 
->  which  they  claim.     The  orders  for  the  gambler  transmitted  on  the 
14th  and  19th  of  January,  1839,  were  conveyed  in  terms  as. plain  and 
explicit  as  could  be ;  they  were  only  to  be  executed  provided  the  article 
^'  could  be  laid  down  in  London,  all  charges,  commission,  insurance,  and 
freight  included,  at  a  price  not  exceeding  18««  per  cwt.     The  circum- 
stance of  their  having  paid  the  bills  drawn  upon  them  for  the  price  of 
the  goods, — the  deficiency  of  weight  not  having  at  that  time  been  ascer- 
tained,— will  not,  according  to  the  principle  laid  down  in  Kelly  v.  Solari, 
9  M.  Jt  W.  54,  prevent  the  plaintiffs  from  recovering  back  the  excess  in 
this  form  of  action.     The  payment  was  not  a  voluntary  one.    This  was 
a  partial  failure  of  consideration,  which  might  have  been  set  up  as  a 
defence  pro  tanto  to  an  action  upon  the  bills,  as  between  the  original  par- 
ties :  Bayley  on  Bills ;  (a)  Byles  on  Bills ;  (5)  Story  on  Bills ;  (c)  or,  pos- 
sibly, the  plaintiffs  might  have  set  it  up  in  answer  to  an  action  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  as  suggested  by  Parkb,  B.,  in  Mondel  v.  Steel,  8  M. 
&;  W.  868.     It  is  clear,  that,  in  the  case  of  a  total  failure  of  considera- 
tion, although  the  contract  is  under  seal,  the  money  paid  may  be  reco- 
vered back  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received :  Grenville  v.  Da 
Costa,  Peake's  Add.  Cas.  113,  1  Sugden's  V.  &  P.,  11th  edit.,  p. 
257.    It  was  held  in  that  case,  that,  if  A.  agrees  to  sell  an  estate 
to  B.,  and  is  afterwards  disabled  from  doing  so,  B.  may  recover  back 
the  money  deposited,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  al- 
though the  contract  for  the  sale  be  under  seal.     ^^  Undoubtedly,"  said 
Lord  Kenton,  ^'  the  plaintiff  might  have  maintained  an  action  of  cove- 
nant for  the  breach  of  the  contract;  but  he  might  also,  when  he 
*6571  '''^^^^^  ^^  defendant  rendered  incapable  of  completing  it  by  an 
^  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  a  cause  in  which  he  was  a 
party,  rescind  the  contract,  and  bring  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received,  to  recover  back  the  purchase-money.     The  defendant  held  this 
money  against  conscience,  and  therefore  might  be  compelled  to  refund 
it,  by  an  action  for  money  had  and  received."     The  cases  are  numerous 
where  money  had  and  received  has  been  brought  to  recover  back  money 
paid  in  excess,  under  ignorance  of  the  fact,  or  under  a  species  of  com- 
pulsion :  Jones  v.  Barkley,  2  Dougl.  697,  in  ^lotes ;  Dew  t;.  Parsons,  2 
B.  &  Aid.  562 ;  Waterhouse  v.  Keen,  4  B.  &  C.  200.     [Cresswell,  J. 
The  point  was  very  much  discussed  here  in  the  case  of  Parker  v.  The 
Great  Western  Railway  Company,  7  M.  &  G.  253,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  835. 
The  principle  upon  which  these  cases  were  decided  will  probably  not  be 
denied,  but  only  the  application  of  it  to  the  particular  circumstances  of 
this  case.     Mauls,  J.    No  definite  sum^was  payable  from  the  plaintiffs 
to  the  defendant.     Here  has  been  a  failure  on  the  defendant's  part  to 
perform  part  of  the  contract.   How  do  the  plaintiffs  ascertain  the  amount 

(a)  6th  edit,  bj  DowdesweU,  501.  (()  5th  edit,  93. 

(e)  ;  187.    2d  edit,  p.  207. 
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they  are  to  recover  in  Una  action,  otherwise  than  by  the  same  course  as 
thej  would  have  done,  if  thej  had  brought  an  action  for  the  breach  of 
contract  ?  Is  not  this,  in  effect,  trying,  by  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received,  what  damages  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  for  a  breach  of  the 
contract  ?]  The  difference  is  easily  susceptible  of  calculation.  [Maulb, 
J.  Can  you,  out  of  an  express  contract  to  sell  25  tons  at  a  given  price, 
extract  an  implied  contract  to  sell  22  tons  at  the  same  price  ?]  Yes. 
[Maulb,  J.  It  may  be  so  :  but  it  is  not  so  obvious  as  to  make  the  cases 
you  cite  particularly  applicable.]  The  defendant,  professing  to  perform 
the  contract,  sends  a  quantity  short  of  that  ordered  "^and  paid  for.  r^rg^o 
When  the  plaintiffs  receive  the  goods,  they  find  they  are  not  the  ^ 
quantity  they  were  entitled  to  receive.  Is  not  money  had  and  received  an 
appropriate  remedy  to  recover  back  the  amount  overpaid  ?  [Maulb,  J. 
The  plaintiffs  might  have  rejected  the  goods,  and  recovered  back  the 
whole  sum  paid.  Of  that  there  is  no  doubt.  But  they  keep  them.  It 
may  be,  u^der  the  circumstances,  that  there  is  a  new  implied  contract  on 
u  quantum  valebantj  giving  rise  to  a  right  of  set-off.J  That  is  the  view 
which  was  suggested  in  Mondel  v.  Steel,  where  Parke,  B.,  says  (8  M. 
k  W.  871) :  ^^  It  must  be  considered,  that,  in  all  these  cases  of  goods 
sold  and  delivered  with  a  warranty,  and  work  and  labour,  as  well  as  the 
case  of  goods  agreed  to  be  supplied  according  to  a  contract,  the  rule 
which  has  been  found  so  convenient  is  established;  and  that  it  is  compe- 
tent for  the  defendant,  in  all  of  those,  not  to  set-off,  by  a  proceeding  in 
the  nature  of  a  cross  action,  the  amount  of  damages  which  he  has  sus- 
tained by  breach  of  the  contract,  but  simply  to  defend  himself  by  show- 
ing how  much  less  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  was  worth,  by  reason 
of  the  breach  of  contract ;  and  to  the  extent  that  he  obtains,  or  is  capa- 
ble of  obtaining,  an  abatement  of  the  price  on  that  account,  he  must 
be  considered  as  having  received  satisfaction  for  the  breach  of  the  con- 
tract, and  is  precluded  from  recovering  in  another  action  to  that 
extent;  but  no  more.*'  So,  in  Cox  v.  Prentice,  8  M.  &  S.  344, 
where  the  defendant  received  from  his  principal  abroad  a  bar  of  silver, 
and  took  it  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  melted  it,  and  sent  a  piece  to  an 
assayer  to  be  assayed  at  the  defendant's  expense,  and  paid  a 
price  for  the  bar  to  the  defendant,  as  for  the  number  of  ounces  of 
silver  which  by  the  assay  it  was  calculated  to  contain,  which  number  was 
^afterwards  discovered  to  exceed  the  true  number, — ^it  was  held  r^grg 
that  the  plaintiff  might,  after  having  offered  to  return  the  bar, 
have  money  had  and  received  against  the  defendant  for  the  price  thus 
paid  to  him  under  a  mistake,  although  the  defendant  had  forwarded  his 
account  to  his  principal,  and  in  it  had  placed  the  price  received  to  the 
credit  of  his  principal.  [Gresswbll,  J.  There,  both  parties  were  agreed 
as  to  what  should  be  paid  for.  Here,  a  certain  quantity  of  terra  japo- 
nica  is  shipped  at  the  foreign  port,  which  the  defendant  claims  to  be  paid 
for  as  if  the  entire  bulk  were  terra  japonica.   The  plaintiffs,  on  the  other 
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hand,  insist  that  they  are  entitled  to  deduct  a  tare  for  the  baskets  and 
leaves  in  which  the  commodity  is  packed.]  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  the 
case  last  cited,  seems  to  provide  for  this  very  difficulty.  ^'  Let  ns,''  he 
says,  '^  put  the  case  of  parties  agreeing  to  abide  by  the  weighing  of  any 
article  at  any  particular  scales,  and,  in  the  weighing,  an  error,  not  per> 
ceived  at  the  time,  takes  place  from  some  accidental  misreckoning  of  some 
weight,  and  the  thing  is  reported  of  more  weight  than  it  really  is,  and 
the  price  is  paid  thereupon, — would  not  in  that  case  money  had  and 
received  be  sustainable  ?"  [Maulb,  J.  No  doubt  about  that :  it  would 
be  like  the  purchase  of  a  box  of  eggs  at  so  much  per  hundred,  and,  after 
the  buyer  has  paid  for  them  upon  the  supposition  that  the  box  contained 
four  thousand,  he  ascertains  that  there  are  but  three  thousand  five  hun* 
dred.  That  is  a  very  different  case  from  the  present.  The  question 
here  is,  whether  you  can  recover  back  this  assumed  overcharge,  as  money 
had  and  received,  when,  in  computing  the  amount,  you  approach  the  dif- 
ficulty of  proving  under  the  common  count  the  damages  you  might  be 
entitled  to  recover  under  a  special  count.]  That  difficulty,  at  all  events, 
does  not  apply  to  the  second  order,  of  the  19th  of  January,  1839.  Under 
*66ff\  ^^^^  ^^^  defendant  incurred  no  '^'obligation  to  ship  the  whole  150 
tons.  [Maulb,  J.  Possibly  you  might  have  had  an  action  upon 
that  contract,  if  you  could  show  that  the  defendant  might  have  shipped 
the  whole  quantity,  but  neglected  to  do  so.]  It  may  be  so.  But  the 
plaintiffs  are  clearly  entitled  to  have  terra  japonica  at  the  price  limited, 
free  from  loss  by  evaporation,  and  free  from  deduction  on  account  of 
baskets  and  leaves. 

♦fifin       ^^^^  {mth  whom  was  Channell,  Serjt.),  for  the  defendants.(a) 
J  The  question  is  not,  as  the  argument  *on  the  other  side  assumes, 

(a)  Tbe  points  mMrked  for  argnment  on  Che  part  of  tho  defendant,  were  as  follows ; 

^'1.  That  the  plaintiffs'  olaim,  if  otherwise  weU  founded,  would  not  support  an  action  of  in- 
debitatus assumpsit  for  money  had  and  receiyed,  fte.,  in  its  present  form,  against  the  defendant^ 
who  merely  aeted  as  commisdon-agent  for  tJie  plaintifOs,  in  purchasing  and  shipping  the  mer- 
ohandise  in  question : 

"3.  That  Uio  plaintiiTs'  remedy,  if  any,  should  hare  been  by  special  action,  for  disobedience  of 
instructions ;  or,  they  ought,  if  their  yiews  be  correct,  to  have  rc(jected  the  shipments  altogether : 

''S.  That  tiiere  is,  in  faci^  no  cause  of  action  whaterer  against  the  defendant;  he  having  pur- 
chased and  shipped  the  article  in  the  usual  way  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  shipped  it  on  the  plaintiffs' 
account  and  risk,  he  is  not  responsible  for  the  loss  of  weight  from  drying  and  evaporation,  which 
was  only  the  usual  and  ordinary  effect  of  the  yoyage ;  and,  with  respect  to  the  baskets  and  learei, 
that  the  article  of  commerce  as  purchased  at^  and  exported  fh>m  Singapore,  consists  of  the  entire 
packages,  or  gross  weighty  of  gum,  baskets  and  leaves ;  and  that,  the  purchases  and  shipments 
in  question  baring  been  made,  in  this  instance,  of  that  article,  in  its  usual  state,  and  in  the  usual 
way,  the  defendant  is  in  no  way  responsible : 

''  4.  That  the  usage,  as  to  the  mode  of  purchasing  at  Sing^[K>re,  and  not  the  usage  as  to  the 
mode  of  selling  in  London,  must  preyail  in  this  case : 

"6.  That  the  plaintiffs'  limits  were  merely  as  to  price,  without  entatliDg  any  other  responsi- 
bility  upon  the  defendant;  and  such  price  to  be  ascertained  by  taking  the  cost  price,  with  tb* 
addition  of  the  charges  and  the  freight  to  Europe  : 

"  6.  That  the  defendant  in  fact  frilfilled  his  instructions :  the  weight  of  the  baskets  and  leayes, 
and  the  loss  by  the  voyage,  were  only  what  is  customary ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  haying  adopted 
and  accepted  the  shipments,  and  taken  the  chance  of  realising  a  profit^  are  not  entitled  to  main- 
tain  this  action." 
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between  the  two  parties  contracting  as  principals*     Spottiswoode   & 
Go.   were  mere  commission-igentS)  employed  bj  the  plaintiffs  to  pur- 
chase for  them  produce  in  their  own  names  from  the  native  merchants, 
at  prices  not  exceediug  certain  given  limits.     The  whole  correspondence 
shows  this.     [Mauls,  J.    It  is  clearly  a  contract  of  sale,  and  not  of 
agency.]     Then,  the  article  purchased,  according  to  the  usage  of  Singa- 
pore,— which,  in  the  construction  of  this  contract,  must  prevail,— was, 
terra  japonica,  as  customarily  packed,  that  is,  with  baskets  and  leaves. 
In  Bayliffe  v.  Butterworth,  1  Exch.  425,  Alderson,  B.,  says :  ^^  A  person 
who  deals  in  a  particular  market,  must  be  taken  to  deal  according  to  the 
custom  of  that  market ;  and  he  who  directs  another  to  make  a  contract 
at  a  particular  place,  must  be  taken  as  intending  that  the  contract  may 
be  made  according  to  the  usage  of  that  place."     That  is  in  accordance 
with  previous  decisions  in  the  Queen's  Bench^(a)  and  has  also  been 
adopted  in  this  court.(i)     The  plaintiffs  perfectly  well  knew  what  was 
the  practice  at  Singapore, — ^that  the  packages  were  paid  for  as  terra 
japonica,  no  tare  bemg  allowed.     If  they  had  so  intended,  they  should, 
in  their  instructions  to  Spottiswoode  &  Co.,  have  expressly  excepted  the 
baskets  and  leaves.    In  their  letter  of  the  20th  of  October,  1840,  they 
write : — "  We  know  that  packaged  are  paid  as  terra  in  your  place  ;  but, 
in  ordered  goods  laid  down  here,  it  cannot  be  expected  that  we  should 
pay  packages  as  goods ;  and  you  ought  to  have  taken  that  into  calcula- 
tion in  executing  our  orders."    There  is  nothing  upon  the  face  of  the 
special  case,  to  show  that  Spottiswoode  £  Co.  were  cognisant  of  any 
difference  in  this  respect  between  the  practice  at  *Singapore  and  p^/^/^^ 
in  this  country.  Then,  is  the  loss  by  evaporation  during  the  voyage,  ^ 
to  be  taken  into  the  estimate  of  price  ?    [Maulb,  J.    I  should  think  so. 
WiLDB,  C.  J.     The  plaintiffs  bargain  for  the  article  ^'  laid  down  here^  all 
charges  included,"  at  I89.  per  cwt.]    The  bill  of  lading  shows  that  the 
goods  were  shipped  on  account  and  risk  of  Devaux  &;  Co. :  it  gives  the 
gross  weight,  and  makes  the  goods  deliverable  on  payment  of  freight  at 
51.  per  ton,  net  weight, — assuming  that  there  will  be  waste  on  the  voyage. 
Having  notice  of  the  custom  at  Singapore,  and  of  the  Singapore  weight, 
and  of  the  price  charged,  the  consignees,  nevertheless,  choose  to  take  the 
goods.     They  ought  at  once  to  have  repudiated  the  contract.     In  Com- 
wal  V.  Wilson,  1  Vez.  sen.  509,  the  plaintiff,  a  factor  abroad,  having 
exceeded  the  price  limited  for  a  purchase  of  hemp,  the  defendant,  who 
objected  to  the  contract,  but  afterwards  re-shipped  and  disposed  of  some 
of  it  on  a  new  risk,  was  ordered  to  account  for  the  whole  at  the  cost 
price.     [Cresswbll,  J.     All  that  that  case  proves,  is,  that  the  merchant 
here,  who  thought  he  was  dealing  with  the  goods  as  factor,  was  found  in 
truth  to  have  dealt  with  them  as  his  own  goods.]     Here,  the  plaintiffs 
take  the  goods  as  their  own :  the  only  complaint  they  make,  is, — our 

(a)  SntUni  v.  TathBni,  10  Ad.  A  B.  27»  2  P.  A  D.  308.  And  see  Ponook  v.  SUblei,  12  Q.  B.  905. 
(6)  See  Bayley  «.  Wilkins,  7  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  886. 
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limits  hare  been  exceeded.  Where  is  the  binding  contract  here  ?  Sup- 
pose the  plaintiffs  had  refused  to  take  the  goods  ?  [Maule,  J.  In  that 
case,  Spottiswoode  &  Go.  would  in  all  probability  have  brought  an  action 
against  them  for  goods  bargained  and  sold.]  There  was  no  contract. 
[Maule,  J.     There  was  the  order  on  one  side,  assented  to  on  the  other.] 

Money  had  and  received  clearly  will  not  lie, — even  assuming  that  the 
defendant  incurred  any  liability  at  all  for  exceeding  the  limit  given  by 
the  plaintiffs'  orders. 

*ftftQT  *Bar8toWj  in  reply.  There  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that 
-I  Spottiswoode  &  Co.  were  merely  agents  in  the  transaction. 
Assuming  that  the  custom  of  Singapore  as  to  the  weighing  of  the 
article  in  question  was  known  to  the  plaintiffs,  they  have  equally  a 
right  to  assume  that  Spottiswoode  k  Co.  were  acquainted  with  the 
mode  of  weighing  here.  At  all  events,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  have,  according  to  the  terms  of  their  order,  goods  "laid  down 
here"  at  the  price  named.  In  their  advice  of  the  shipment,  Spot- 
tiswoode &  Co.  speak  of  having  shipped  so  many  tons.  Comwal  v. 
Wilson  was  a  totally  different  case.  There,  the  agent  had  exceeded 
his  limits:  the  principal,  finding  the  hemp  had  come  to  a  fluctua- 
ting market,  was  trying  to  play  fast  and  loose;  and  it  was  properly 
held,  that,  by  his  mode  of  dealing  with  the  goods,  he  had  made  them 
his  own.  Here,  there  has  been  a  partial  failure  of  consideration. 
Money  had  and  received  is,  therefore,  the  appropriate,  ancl  perhaps 
the  only  remedy.  Our.  adv.  vult. 

Geesswbll,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  money 
paid,  and  money  found  due  upon  an  account  stated.  The  defendant 
pleaded  non  assumpsit. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  lord  chief  justice,  and  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  a  special 
Case,  which  stated,  in  substance,  as  follows : — 

The  plaintiff  is  a  merchant  in  London,  trading  in  connexion  with  a 
French  mercantile  establishment.  The  defendant  is  a  partner  in  a  mer- 
cantile firm  at  Singapore,  trading  under  the  name  of  Spottiswoode  k 
Conolly. 

♦fifiill  ^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  January,  1839,  the  plaintiffs,  in  *London, 
-*  wrote  to  the  defendants  at  Singapore,  and  .ordered  twenty-five 
tons  of  terra  japonica,  or  gambier,  in  baskets  or  other  suitable  packages, 
"  provided  it  could  be  laid  down,  all  charges  included,  at  18«.  per  cwt. ; 
and,  on  the  19th,  they  wrote  again,  and  gave  a  further  order  for  one 
hundred  and  fifty  tons,  giving  the  same  limit  as  to  price,  with  authority 
to  execute  any  part  of  the  order,  if  the  whole  could  not  be  obtained, — 
adding :  "  For  the  payment  of  these  orders,  we  shall  arrange  with  Small, 
Colquhoun,  &  Go.,^  whom  you  will  please  forward  bill  of  lading  and 
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policies  of  insorwce."    SmaU,  ColquhooQ^  &;  Co.  ^wre  the  defendaut't 
agents  in  London. 

On  the  18th  of  May,  1839,  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  plaintifik^ 
advising  that  he  had  shipped  in  the  Gilbert  Henderson  the  twenty- 
five  tons  of  terra  japonica  ordered  in  the  letter  of  the  14th  of  January, 
and  had  forwarded  to  Small,  Golquhoun,  &  Go.  a  bill  of  exchange,  at 
six  months'  sight,  for  3042.  IQs.  2(2.,  being  the  amount  of  invoice. 

On  the  14th  of  June,  the  defendant  wrote  again,  advising  that  he  had 
got  the  one  hundred  «nd  fifty  tons  of  terra  japonica  shipped  on  board  the 
Elphinstone,  and  had  forwarded  invoice,  bill  of  lading,  and  a  bill  of 
exchange  for  the  amount  of  1865Z.,  to  Small,  Colquhoun,  &;  Go. 

Both  invoices  described  the  terra  japonica  as  packed  in  baskets,  and 
weighing  a  certain  number  of  peculs. 

The  Gilbert  Henderson  arrived  in  London  on  the  13th  of  September* 
The  terra  japonica  by  that  ship  was  landed  and  weighed  at  the  St. 
Katharine's  Dock  between  the  24th  of  September  and  the  7th  of 
October.  The  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  before  mentioned  were  handed 
over  to  the  plaintiffs  in  exchange  for  their  acceptance  of  the  bill  for 
SOU.  16s.  2d. 

Before  the  8th  of  November,  Small,  Golquhoun,  &  Go.  "^had  r-^f.^.^ 
received  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  of  the  one  hundred  and  ^ 
fifty  tons,  and  handed  them  to  the  plaintiffs  in  exchange  for  their  accept- 
ance of  the  bill  for  1865Z.,  which  they  soon  afterwards  discounted  for 
Small,  Colquhoun,  &  Go.  The  Elphinstone  had  not  then  arrived  in 
London.  Both  shipments  were  received  and  taken  by  the  plaintiffs 
under  the  respective  bills  of  lading. 

On  the  8th  of  November,  1839,  the  plaintiffs  wrote  to  the  defendant, 
expressing  their  surprise  that  the  first  parcel  invoiced  as  420  peculs, 
which  ought  to  have  given  twenty-five  tons,  only  turned  out  twenty*two 
tons;  and  that  they  supposed  there  must  have  been  some  mistake  in 
making  out  the  invoice.  The  letter  proceeded:  "We  hope  that  the 
parcel  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  tons  ordered  on  the  19th  of  January, 
which  you  have  shipped  per  the  Elphinstone,  your  draft  for  which  we 
have  paid,  will  not  turn  out  in  the  same  way,  because,  in  that  case,  we 
must,  on  the  part  of  our  friends,  have  recourse  to  you  for  the  difference^ 
as  you  will  have  paid  more  than  our  limits." 

The  Elphinstone  arrived  on  the  13th  of  November.  The  terra  japonica 
was  landed  and  weighed  in  the  London  Docks.  The  weighing  was 
finished  on  the  4th  of  December. 

The  first  parcel  of  terra  japonica,  including  the  baskets  and  leaves  in 
which  it  was  packed,  weighed  23  tons  18  cwt.  3  qrs. ;  and,  without  them^ 
22  tons  1  cwt.  The  second  parcel,  including  baskets,  &c.,  143  tons  9 
cwt.  3  qrs. ;  without  them,  132  tons  15  cwt.  3  qrs. 

On  the  6th  of  December,  the  plaintiffs  wrote  to  the  defendant,  demand- 
ing 2&1.  as  overpaid  for  the  first  parcel,  and  IBQL  15«.  6d.  for  the  second. 
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The  defendant  refused  to  repay  it,  contending  tbat,  of  the  whole  defi- 
ciency, which  was  11|  per  eent.^  8  per  eent.  consisted  of  the  baskets  and 
leaves,  which  were  usually  weighed  with  the  terra  japonica  at  Singapore, 
^gggl  and  the  *whoIe  weight  paid  for  as  terra  japonica,  without  allow- 
-'  ance,  and  the  remaining  8|  per  cent,  arose  from  the  usual  evapo- 
ration on  the  voyage. 

Terra  japonica  is  bought  in  the  London  market  by  net  weight,  after 
deducting  the  weight  of  packages. 

On  the  argument  of  the  case  before  us,  it  was  contended,  for  the  plain- 
tiffs, that  this  was  a  simple  case  of  the  partial  failure  of  consideration 
for  the  acceptance  and  payment  of  two  bills  of  exchange,  and  that  there- 
fore the  plaintiffs  might  recover  the  excess  as  money  had  and  received, 
the  plaintiffs  not  having  knowledge,  or  the  means  of  knowledge,  of  the 
real  state  of  facts,  when  the  bills  were  accepted. 
'  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended,  that,  if  any  demand  at  all 
existed  against  the  defendants,  it  was  for  damages  sustained  by  reason 
of  the  misconduct  of  Spottiswoode  &  GonoUy,  as  agents,  in  giving  more 
for  the  terra  japonica  than  the  authority  given  to  them  warranted ;  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  taken  the  terra  japonica  at  the  invoice  price,  and  could 
not  therefore  say  that  the  consideration  for  their  acceptances  had  failed ; 
and  that,  if  they  meant  to  refuse  to  pay  the  price  at  which  it  was  charged, 
they  should  have  rejected  the  commodity  altogether,  or  have  consented 
to  hold  it  as  factors  for  the  defendant ;  but  that,  having  taken  to  it,  and 
dealt  with  it  as  owners,  they  were  bound  to  pay  for  it  at  the  invoice  price, 
— ^for  which  Gomwal  t;.  WUson,  1  Yes.  sen.  509,  was  said  to  be  an  autho- 
rity. It  was  not  disputed  that  the  plaintifis  were  entitled  to  have  terra 
japonica,  in  execution  of  their  order,  and  were  not  bound  to  take  baskets 
and  leaves  in  lieu  of  it. 

The  case,  then,  stands  thus : — The  plaintiffs  ordered  two  parcels  of 
terra  japonica, — ^twenty-five  tons,  and  one  hundred  and  fifty  tons, — at  a 
*6671  ^^''^^^^  price.  The  ^defendant  sent  invoices  and  bills  of  lading, 
-^  which  represented  that  two  parcels  of  those  respective  weights 
had  been  shipped;  and,  on  the  faith  of  those  invoices,  the  plaintiffs 
accepted  bills  for  the  value  of  the  whole  quantities  said  to  have  been 
shipped.  In  fact,  the  defendant  only  shipped  twenty-three  tons  and  one 
hundred  and  thirty-two  tons.  Those  quantities  the  plaintiffs  received 
and  sold,  but  never  consented  to  take  them  as  a  due  execution  of  their 
orders,  or  a  satisfaction  for  their  acceptances;  for,  they^  immediately 
wrote  and  claimed  a  return  of  the  difference. 

The  only  authority  relied  on  in  answer  to  their  claim,  was,  Gomwal  r. 
Wilson ;  but,  when  examined,  it  differs  essentially  from  this  case.  The 
statement  of  the  case  is  very  short.  The  defendant,  a  merchant  in  Lon* 
don,  sent  orders  to  the  plaintiffs,  merchants  in  Riga,  as  his  factors,  to  buy 
for  him  some  hemp,  at  a  limited  price :  the  plaintiffs  exceeded  their  bounds 
by  the  difference  of  252.  2s.  6d, :  the  hemp  coming  to  England,  the 
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defendant  refosed  the  contract,  bat  however  disposed  of  it ;  the  qnestion 
was,  in  what  manner  the  defendant  should  be  accountable  to  the  plain- 
tiffs. The  lord  chancellor,  in  his  judgment,  states  a  variety  of  facts 
existing  in  the  case,  by  which  his  opinion  was  influenced ;  and  he  did  not 
decide  upon  the  short  and  simple  statement  of  facts  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  report.  On  the  contrary,  he  came  to  this  conclusion ; — 
*^  The  court  then,  is  to  say  he  meant  to  take  them  as  his  own,  notwith- 
standing what  he  said ;  and  he  ought  to  account  with  the  plaintiffs  accord- 
ing to  the  price  they  paid." 

In  the  present  case,  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  plaintiffs  ever 
meant  to  take  the  terra  japonica  at  a  price  exceeding  the  limits  they  had 
given  (for,  the  defendant .  represented  that  he  had  not  exceeded  those 
limits),  or  to  accept  the  baskets  and  leaves  as  a  "^substitution  for  rutooo 
an  equal  weight  of  terra  japonica*  It  appears,  therefore,  to  us  '' 
to  be  a  simple  case  of  failure  of  consideration ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  recover  the  exoessi  as  money  had  and  received  to  their  use. 

Pogtea  to  the  plaintiffs. 


SMITH  V.  THE  HULL  GLASS  COMPANY.  Nov.  80. 

In  ao  mUoh  brougbt  against  a  Joint-atoek  oompuiy  completely  registered  under  the  T  A  8  Viot 
0.  110,  for  goods  ordered  by  persons  in  their  employ,  and  supplied  for  the  purposes  of  the 

'  company,  and  nsed  by  them  in  their  works, — ^it  is  not  necessary  for. the  plaintiff  to  prove  that 
the  persons  who  gave  the  orders  were  authorised  by  the  direetors  so  to  do,  or  that  the  contract 

^  was  made  porsna&t  to  the  proTisions  of  the  company's  deed  of  settlement  and  by-laws. 

Debt,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  against  the  defendants,  who  were 
described  in  the  declaration  as  a  joint-stock  company  completely  registered 
before  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action. 

Pleas,  never  indebted,  payment,  and  a  special  plea,  which  in  the  result 
became  immaterial. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Crbsbwell,  J.,  at  the  first  sitting  in 
Michaelmas  term,  1848.  It  appeared  that  the  defendants  were  a  joint' 
Ktock  company  completely  registered  under  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  and  that 
the  goods  for  the  price  of  which  the  action  was  brought,  had  been  ordered 
by  the  secretary  and  the  working  manager  of  the  company,  and  delivered 
upon  the  company's  premises,  and  used  by  them  in  the  course  of  their 
business. 

The  company's  deed  of  settlement  was  not  produced. 

On  the  part^of  the  defendants,  it  was  insisted,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
bound  to  show  that  the  persons  giving  the  orders  for  the  goods  were 
authorized  by  the  directors  so  to  do,  and  that  the  deed  of  settlement 
and  by-laws  of  the  company  gave  the  directors  authority  to  bind  the 
^company  by  contracts  for  the  supply  of  goods  upon  credit :  and  r^e^ go 
the  cases  of  Ridley  v.  The  Plymouth,  &c..  Grinding  and  Baking 
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Company,  and  The  Eingsbridge  Flour-Mill  Go.  v.  The  Plymouth,  &a, 
Grinding  and  Baking  Company,  2  Exch.  711,  were  relied  on-as  anthori* 
ties  to  show,  that,  although  joint-stock  companies  completely  registered 
under  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  are  bound  by  contracts  made  by  a  compe- 
tent board  of  directors,  though  not  under  seal,  or  made  in  compliance 
with  the  requisites  of  the  44th  section, — ^yet  that  persons  seeking  to 
render  those  companies  liable  on  contracts  made  with  the  directors,  must 
show  their  authority  to  bind  the  company,  either  by  the  production  of 
the  registered  deed  of  settlement,  or  by  proof  that  the  body  of  share- 
holders  authorized  particular  individuals  to  make  contracts  binding  on  the 
company. 

The  learned  judge,  acting  upon  the  authority  of  these  cases,  directed 
the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendants. 

Talfourd^  Serjt.,  in  the  course  of  the  same  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  He  referred  to  Arnold 
17.  The  Mayor  of  Poole,  4  M.  &  G.  860, 5  Scott,  N.  IL  741,  and  Paine  v. 
The  Strand  Union,  8  Q.  B.  826,  15  Law  Joum.  N.  S.  Q.  B.  211 ;  and 
be  distinguished  the  cases  of  Ridley  v.  The  Plymouth,  &c..  Grinding  and 
Baking  Company,  and  The  Kingsbridge  Flour-Mill  Company  v.  The 
Plymouth,  &c.,  Grinding  and  Baking  Company. 

ByUij  Serjt.,  and  SiLgh  Hill,  in  the  last  term,  showed  cause.  In 
order  to  charge  a  registered  joint-stock  company  with  a  contract  of  this 
sort,  it  is  not  enough  to  show  that  the  goods  were  ordered  by  the  secretary 
*6701  ^'  ^^^^  officer  of  the  company,  and  that  they  were  delirered  "^to, 
^  and  used  by,  the  company.  This  is  clearly  shown  by  the  cases 
referred  to  at  the  trial.  The  question  arises  upon  the  7  &;  8  Viet.  c. 
110,  which,  in  its  preamble,  recites  that  ^'  it  is  expedient  to  make  provi- 
sion for  the  due  registration  of  joint-stock  companies  during  the  formation 
and  subsistence  thereof,  and  also,  after  such  complete  registration  as  is 
hereinafter  mentioned,  to  invest  such  companies  with  the  qualities  and 
incidents  of  corporations,  with  some  modifications,  and  subject  to  certain 
conditions  and  regulations,  and  also  to  prevent  the  establishment  of  any 
companies  which  shall  not  be  duly  constituted  and  regulated  according  to 
the  provisions  of  this  act."  By  the  7th  section,  con^anies  within  the 
contemplation  of  the  act  are  disabled  from  acting  otherwise  than  provi- 
sionally in  accordance  with  the  act,  until  they  shall  have  obtained  a  cer- 
tificate of  complete  registration,  in  the  manner  provided  for  by  s.  9 ; 
and,  to  entitle  them  to  obtain  such  certificate,  they  are  required  to  regis- 
ter a  deed  of  settlement  in  the  manner,  and  containing  the  provisions 
in  s.  7  mentioned.  The  18th  section  provides  ^^  that  every  person  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  inspect  the  returns,  deeds,  registers,  and  indexes  which 
shall  be  made  to  or  kept  by  the  said  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies ; 
and  that  there  shall  be  paid  for  such  inspection  such  fees  as  may  be 
appointed  by  the  commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  treasury  in  that 
behalf,  not  exceeding  one  shilling  for  each  such  inspection ;  and  that 
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any  person  shall  be  at  liberty  to  require  a  copy  or  extract  of  any 
sach  return  or  deed,  to  be  certified  by  the  said  registrar;  and 
there  shall  be  paid  for  such  certified  copy  or  extract  sach  fee  as 
the  commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  treasury  may  appoint  in  that 
behalf,  not  exceeding  sixpence  for  each  folio  of  such  copy  or  extract ; 
and  thatj  in  all  courts  of  law  and  equity j  and  ehewhere^  every  such  copy 
or  extract  $o  certified  shall  be  received  in  evidence^  without  proof  of  the 
"^signature  thereto^  or  of  the  seal  of  office  affixed  thereto.'*  The  ^^m^ 
25th  section  shows  the  eflfect  of  complete  registration,  upon  ^ 
obtaining  which,  it  is  declared  that  ^^such  company,  and  the  then  share- 
holders therein,  and  all  the  succeeding  shareholders,  whilst  shareholders, 
shall  be  and  are  hereby  incorporated,  as  from  the  date  of  such  certificate, 
by  the  name  of  the  company  as  set  forth  in  the  deed  of  settlement,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  trade  or  bnsiness  for  which  the  com- 
pany was  formed,  but  only  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and 
of  such  deed  as  aforesaid,  and  for  the  purpose  of  suing  and  being  sued, 
and  of  taking  and  enjoying  the  property  and  effects  of  the  said  com- 
pany." Contracts  entered  into  by  joint-stock  companies  are  regulated 
by  the  44th  section,  which,  ^^for  the  purpose  of  regulating  contracts 
entered  into  on  behalf  of  any  joint-stock  company  completely  registered 
under  this  act  (except  contracts  for  the  purchase  of  any  article  the  pay- 
ment or  consideration  for  which  doth  not  exceed  the  sum  of  50Z.,  or  for 
any  service  the  period  of  which  doth  not  exceed  six  months,  and  the  con- 
sideration for  which  doth  not  exceed  50Z.,  and  except  bills  of  exchange 
and  promissory  notes),"  enacts  ^'  that  every  such  contract  shall  be  in 
writing,  and  signed  by  two  at  least  of  the  directors  of  the  company  on 
whose  behalf  the  same  shall  be  entered  into,  and  shall  be  sealed  with  the 
common  seal  thereof,  or  signed  by  some  officer  of  the  company  on  its 
behalf,  to  be  thereunto  expressly  authorized  by  some  minute  or  resolution 
of  the  board  of  directors  applying  to  the  particular  case ;  and  that,  in  the 
absence  of  such  requisites,  or  of  any  of  them,  any  such  contract  shall  be 
void  and  ineffectual  {except  as  against  the  company  on  whose  behalf  the 
same  shall  have  been  made) ;  and  that  every  such  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  any  article  the  consideration  of  which  doth  not  exceed  the  sum  of 
60Z.,  or  for  any  services  the  *period  of  which  doth  not  exceed  six  pj^/»wo 
months,  and  the  consideration  for  which  doth  not  exceed  50Z.,  ^ 
entered  into  on  behalf  of  any  joint-stock  company  completely  registered 
under  this  act,  may  be  entered  into  by  any  officer  authorised  by  a  general 
by-law  in  that  behalf;  and  that  every  such  contract,  whether  under  seal 
or  not,  shall,  immediately  after  the  same  shall  have  beer  entered  into,  be 
reported  to  the  secretary  or  other  appointed  officer  of  the  company  on 
whose  behalf  the  same  shall  have  been  entered  into,  who  shall  enter  the 
same  in  proper  books  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose ;  and  that,  if  any  such 
contract  be  not  so  reported  and  entered,  then  the  officer  by  whose 
default  such  contract  shall  not  be  so  reported  or  entered,  shall  be 
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liable  to  repay  to  the  company  on  whose  behalf  such  contract  may  be 
made,  the  amount  of  the  consideration  agreed  to  be  paid  by  or  on 
behalf  of  such  company  in  respect  of  such  contract."  The  contract  for 
the  supply  of  these  goods  was  not  shown  to  hare  been  made  in  com- 
pliance with  this  provision.  The  44th  section  comprehends  aS  con- 
tracts. [Maule,  J.  Although  executed  ?]  The  Court  of  Exchequer  so 
held,  in  the  two  cases  referred  to  at  the  trial.  The  case  of  a  joint^tock 
company  is  somewhat  like  that  of  a  club,  the  individual  members  of 
which  are  not  responsible  for  goods  furnished  by  a  tradesman,  on  credit, 
unless  it  be  shown,  either  that  the  party  sued  was  privy  to  the  con- 
tract, or  that  the  dealing  on  credit  was  in  furtherance  of  the  common 
object  and  purposes  of  the  club :  Todd  v.  Emly,  7  M.  &;  W.  427.  The 
knowledge  of  one  member  is  not,  as  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  trading 
partnership,  the  knowledge  of  the  firm.  In  Ridley  v.  The  Plymouth, 
Ac,  Grinding  and  Baking  Company,  Pabke,  B.,  says:  "The  7  &  8 
Vict.  c.  110,  s.  7,  provides  that  there  shall  be  no  complete  registration  of 
*fV7^1  *^^^^  ^  joint-stock  company,  until  a  copy  of  their  deed  of  settle- 
^  ment  shall  have  been  delivered  to  the  registrar  of  joint-stock  com- 
panies. It  is,  therefore,  competent  to  every  person  dealing  with  such  a 
company,  to  ascertain  the  objects  of  the  company ;  for,  the  deed  must 
^cify  them,  and  also  who  the  directors  are ;  and  any  person  may  find 
in  that  deed  the  duties  of  the  directors,  and  their  powers  as  between 
them  and  the  company.  Therefore,  every  person  seeking  to  bind  the 
company  by  a  contract  with  the  directors,  must  give  some  proof  of 
their  authority.  I  perfectly  agree  that  the  liability  of  the  company  may 
be  shown  without  producing  the  original  deed,  or  a  copy  of  it,  provided 
it  be  shown  that  all  persons  who  formed  the  company  had  sanctioned 
any  particular  individuals  entering  into  contracts  to  bind  them :  if  ther« 
were  any  proof  of  such  authority,  no  doubt  the  company  would  be  bound/' 
The  learned  judge  in  this  case  properly  ruled  in  accordance  with  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  that  case. 

F.  RohinBOThy  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  may  be  conceded  that  corpo- 
rations are  usually  bound  only  by  contracts  which  are  entered  into  by 
them  under  their  corporate  seal, — as  was  held  in  Gibson  v.  The  East 
India  Company,  5  N.  C.  262,  7  Scott,  74,  Arnold  v.  The  Mayor  of 
Poole,  4  M.  &  G.  880,  5  Scott,  N.  R.  741,  The  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Ludlow 
V.  Charlton,  6  M.  &  W.  815,  and  many  other  cases.  But  there  are  many 
contracts  which  even  corporations  may  lawfully  perform  without  seal ; 
such  as  those  relating  to  matters  of  frequent  occurrence  or  of  little 
importance,  or  in  respect  of  goods  sold  to  or  by  them  in  the  course  of 
their  business :  Beverley  v.  The  Lincoln  Chis  Light  and  Coke  Company, 
^^- .  6  Ad.  &  E.  829 ;  Church  v.  *The  Imperial  Gas  Light  and  Coke 
^'*J  Company,  6  Ad.  &  E.  846,  8  N.  &  P.  35.  In  Paine  v.  The 
Guardians  of  the  Strand  Union,  8  Q.  B.  827,  it  was  held  that  the 
guardians  of  a  poor-law  union  cannot  bind  themselves  by  an  order  not 
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under  seal,  for  making  a  enrrey  and  map  (according  to  the  statute  6  &  T 
W.  4,  c.  96,  8.  8)  of  the  rateable  property  of  a  parish  forming  part  of 
the  union ;  such  order  not  being  a  contract  necessarily  incident  to  the 
parposes  for  which  the  guardians  are  made  a  corporation,  by  the  5  &  6 
W.  4,  c.  69,  s.  7,  and  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  57,  s.  16 ;  and  it  not  being  intended, 
by  the  statute  6  &;  7  W.  4,  c.  96,  s.  3,  that  the  guardians  of  a  union 
should  make  themselves  liable  for  the  expenses  of  such  plan.  But,  in 
the  subsequent  case  of  Sanders  v.  the  Guardians  of  the  St.  Neots  Union, 
8  Q.  B.  810,  it  was  held,  that,  if  work  be  done  for  a  corporation,  for 
purposes  connected  with  the  corporation,  under  a  verbal  order,  and 
accepted  and  adopted  by  them,  they  cannot,  in  an  action  to  recover  the 
price,  object  that  no  order  was  given  under  seal.  The  doctrine  that  cor- 
porations may,  for  some  purposes,  contract  otherwise  than  under  seal,  is 
as  old  as  the  Tear  Books,  M.  4  H.  7,  fo.  27,  pi.  7,  and  H.  7  H.  7,  fo.  9, 
pi.  2.  If  that  were  so  when  trade  was  driven  at  so  gentle  a  pace  as  it 
was  in  those  days,  how  much  more  necessary  is  it  now  to  extend  the 
powers  of  action  of  these  bodies  corporate,  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  our 
more  stirring  times.  [Mauls,  J.  Nobody  denies  that  this  corporation 
might  contract  for  this  purpose  without  seal :  but  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  evidence  showed  that  the  proper  persons  did  in  point  of  fact 
contract.]  There  clearly  was  evidence  for  the  jury;  the  goods  were 
supplied  for  and  used  by,  the  company  in  their  business.  In  Doe  d. 
Pennington  v.  Taniere,  18  Law  Joum.  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  49,  Lord  Denman, 
in  *delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  says:  "To  enforce  an  r-^r^^^r 
executory  contract  upon  a  corporation,  it  might  be  necessary  to  ^  ^ 
show  that  it  was  by  deed ;  but,  where  the  corporation  have  acted  as  upon 
an  executed  contract,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  against  them,  that  everything 
has  been  done  that  was  necessary  to  make  it  a  binding  contract  upon 
both  parties,  they  having  had  all  the  advantage  they  would  have  had  if 
the  contract  had  been  regularly  made.  This  is  by  no  means  inconsistent 
with  the  rule,  that,  in  general,  a  corporation  can  only  contract  by  deed : 
it  is  merely  raising  a  presumption  against  them,  from  their  acts,  that 
they  have  contracted  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  binding  upon  them, 
uliether  by  deed  or  otherwise."  The  44th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict. 
6.  110,  is  directory  only.  And,  if  there  was  anything  in  the  company's 
deed^  or  in  their  by-laws,  to  prevent  such  a  contract  as  this  from  being 
valid,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  defendants  to  show  that. 

Our.  adv.  vuU. 

Wilde,  G.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

At  common  law,  one  of  several  partners  in  a  trading  concern  may  bind 
all  by  a  contract  made  within  the  scope  of  matters  relating  to  the  part- 
nership. If  the  partnership  is  of  many,  under  whatever  firm  they  trade, 
and  whatever  regulations  they  may  make  inter  %e  for  managing  and  con- 
ducting the  concern,  each  partner  would  still  have  the  same  power  tu 
bind  his  eo-partners.    If,  then,  a  co-partnership  consisting  of  a  few  active 
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and  many  dormant  partners  had  traded  under  the  firm  of  The  Hull  Glass 
Company,  the  active  partners  might  have  bound  the  rest  by  contracts 
made,  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  with  reference  to  the  co-partnership  busi- 
ness. Assume  such  to  have  been  the  constitution  of  The  Hull  Glass 
*&7^1  Company,  the  present  case  would  have  stood  *tbus : — Some  of 

-^  the  partners,  who  were  called  directors,  managed  the  concern,  the 
other  partners  were  dormant.  The  person  employed  to  conduct  the  ope- 
rative part  of  the  concern,  ordered  certain  goods,  which  were  delivered 
on  the  premises  of  the  co-partners,  and  consumed  there  in  their  business. 
Is  not  the  accepting  and  using  the  goods,, some  evidence  that  the  party 
ordering  had  authority  from  the  managing  partners  to  give  the  order  ? 
It  would,  therefore,  be  the  same  as  if  given  by  themselves,  and  would 
bind  the  dormant  partners.  I  am  not  aware  that  what  is  called  a  joint- 
stock  trading  company,  if  in  fact  a  partnership  exist  between  the  share- 
holders, difiers  from  an  ordinary  partnership  in  this  respect ;  and,  if  that 
be  so,  but  for  the  stat  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  would 
have  made  out  a  primd  facie  case  against  the  co-partnership.  What, 
then,  is  the  effect  of  that  statute  7  It  enables  certain  co-partnerships  to 
obtain  a  certificate  of  complete  registration  ;  and  then  confers  upon  them 
certain  powers.  But,  in  order  to  obtain  such  certificate,  they  must  com- 
ply with  several  conditions  imposed,  one  of  which  is,  that  they  must  exe- 
cute a  deed  containing  various  matters  specified  in  the  act ;  and  such 
companies  are  required  to  appoint  not  less  than  three  directors  for  the 
conduct  and  superintendence  of  the  execution  of  the  affairs  of  the  com- 
pany :  and,  after  complete  registration,  the  directors  are,  by  sect.  27,  em- 
powered, 1st,  To  conduct  and  manage  the  affairs  of  the  company  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  and  subject  to  the  restrictions  of  that  act  and  of  the 
deed  of  settlement,  and  of  any  by-law,  and,  for  that  purpose,  to  enter  into 
all  such  contracts  and  do  and  execute  all  such  acts  and  deeds  as  the  circum- 
stances may  require.  The  directors,  then,  are  to  conduct  and  manage  the 
affairs  of  the  company,  subject  to  the  restrictions  of  the  deed  of  settlement, 
or  any  by-law :  and  the  first  question  arising  out  of  that  enactment,  is, 
*ft771  *^^®*^^^  parties  contracting  with  the  directors  in  matters  relating 

-'  to  the  co-partnership  business,  are  bound,  when  seeking  to  enforce 
their  contracts,  to  show  that  they,  the  directors,  were  authorized  by  the 
deed  or  by-laws  to  enter  into  them.  It  is  said  that  they  arc  so  bound, 
becajisc  copies  of  the  deed  and  the  by-laws  are  to  be  registered,  and 
may  be  inspected  by  any  person  on  payment  of  a  small  fee.  But  it 
seems  to  us  that  the  directors,  unless  restrained  by  the  act  of  parliament, 
or  the  deed,  would  have  all  the  authority  given  to  partners  by  the  rules 
of  the  common  law.  Primd  facie^  they  would,  as  directors,  have  that 
authority.  The  plaintiff,  then,  in  this  case  having  proved  that  his  goods 
were  supplied  to  the  directors  upon  their  authority,  a  contract  to  pay  for 
them  would  be  implied.  It  may  be  true  that  such  primd  facie  case 
might  have  been  rebutted  by  showing  that  the  directors  were  restrained 
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bj  the  deed  (the  act  of  parliament  imposes  no  such  restraint)  from 
making  such  contract  on  behalf  of  the  shareholders*  But,  if  the  deed 
contained  no  such  restraining  clause,  the  authority  would  exist.  And 
the  plaintiff  cannot  be  called  upon  to  prove  the  negative,  viz.  that  the 
deed  contains  no  such  clause.  The  defendants,  if  they  rely  upon  a  re- 
striction, should  have  proved  its  enstence.  The  effect  of  the  registration 
of  the  deed,  and  by-laws,  might  be,  to  affect  all  parties  contracting  with 
the  directors  with  notice  of  their  contents,  and,  therefore,  of  any  re- 
strictions imposed  upon  the  directors  with  reference  to  making  contracts : 
but  still  the  burthen  of  proving  the  existence  of  such  restrictions,  would 
lie  on  the  defendants.  The  case  of  Ridley  v.  The  Plymouth  Grinding 
and  Baking  Company,  2  Exch.  711,  differs  essentially  from  this.  The 
contract  sued  upon  had  no  relation  to  the  business  carried  on  by  p4cr«7o 
*the  company,  and  was  not  within  the  scope  of  any  implied  au-  ■- 
thority  given  for  the  purpose  of  managing  and  conducting  that  business ; 
and  therefore  it  might  be  correct  to  hold  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
prove  aflbrmatively  that  the  parties  who  affected  to  bind  the  company  by 
their  contract,  had  been  authorized  to  do  so,  either  by  the  deed,  or  in 
some  other  mode. 

In  the  next  case.  The  Eingsbridge  Flour  Mill  Company  v.  The  Ply- 
mouth Grinding  and  Baking  Company,  2  Exch.  718,  the  deed  was  in 
evidence.  Pares,  B.,  seems  to  rely  on  the  circumstance,  that  it  made 
the  concurrence  of  five  directors  necessary  to  make  a  valid  contract ;  and 
that  no  such  concurrence  was  proved.  In  the  present  case,  the  deed  was 
not  in  evidence ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  the  deed,  there  being  nothing 
in  the  statute  to  affect  the  case,  we  think  there  was  evidence  of  a  con- 
tract by  the  company,  which  ought  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 

We  make  no  observations  upon  sect.  44,  except  that  it  shows,  that,  as 
far  as  the  statute  is  concerned,  no  particular  form  of  contract  is  required, 
in  order  to  make  it  available  against  the  company.         Rule  absolute. 


*NICKELS  V.  ROSS.    Nov.  12.  [*679 

In  ease  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  wai  the  inventor 
of  oertain  improremente  in  machinery  for  covering  fibres,  applicable  in  the  manufaetore  of 
bfmid  and  other  fabrics ;  that  the  Qaeen  had  granted  him  a  patent  for  his  inrention ;  and  that 
the  defendant  infringed  it. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — ^flrst,  non  eonceint, — ^thirdly,  after  setting  out  the  specification  (which 
recited  that  the  Queen  had  granted  to  the  plaintiff  a  patent  for  improTcments  in  machinery  for 
ooTcring  fibres,  applicable  to  the  manafactnre  of  braid  and  other  fabrics,  communicated  to  him 
by  a  foreigner  residing  abroad),  that,  before  the  granting  of  the  patent,  the  plaintiff  represented 
to  Her  Mi^esty,  that,  in  contequenee  of  a  eommunieation  made  to  him  by  a  eertain  /ortigfMr, 
nndimg  abroad,  he,  the  plaintii^  was  In  possession  of  an  inrention  of  improvements  in 
machinery  for  covering  fibres,  applicable  in  the  manufacture  of  braid  and  other  fabrics ;  that 
Her  Majesty,  believing,  and  confiding  in  the  truth,  and  acting  upon  the  suggestion  so  made  bj 
the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  in.  consideration  thereof,  granted  the  letters-patent  in  the 
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dM]Mmtion  meDtioaed;  and  thai  inch  repre8«Dtatiim  wm  fiUaa;  iHicowby  the  letttn-pattnt 
were  null  and  void, — fifthly,  that  the  alleged  inrention  was  not  new, — eighthly,  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  by  hia  speeification  particolarly  deeeribe  the  natnre  of  his  inrention,  and  in  what 
ttanner  the  same  was  to  be  petfonnod,— ninthly,  that  no  snffioieat  speeliioatioii  was  enrolled. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  pat  in  the  letters-patent  and  speoifioation,  and  gare  OTidenoe  to  show, 
that  a  machine  like  his  had  never  been  in  nse  before  the  date  of  the  letters-patent  :— 

Held,  that  this  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  »  verdiot  apon  the  issue  joined  on  the  first  plea. 

And  temhUf  that  the  plea  of  no»  eoneemi  did  not  impose  upon  the  plaintiff  the  borthen  of  showing 

•  that  the  orown  had  power  to  grant,  until  evidenee  had  been  given  on  the  other  side  to  impeach 
the  patent ;  and  that  the  averment  in  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  inventor  of  the 
improvements  for  which  the  patent  was  granted,  not  having  been  traversed,  the  deftodaat  was 
not  at  liberty  to  controvert  that  fact  at  the  triaL 

Held,  also,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  issue  Joined  on  the  third  plea,  tctiV 
out  any  prw>f  ihat  ike  tavenlton  imi«  oomimimeated  to  him  by  a  foreiffner  rttiding  ahroadf  as 
alleged  in  the  petition  recited  in  the  specifloation,— «  party  availing  himself  of  information 
firom  abroad,  being  an  inventor,  within  the  meaning  of  the  31  Jae.  1,  e.  3,  s.  6. 

The  specificaUon  stated  the  invention  to  relate  to  "  certain  inprovements  on,  or  additions  to,  the 
apparatus  or  parts  constituting  whAt  are  called  braiding  or  plaiting-maehines,  whereby  tiie 
inventor  was  enabled  to  produce,  by  such  machines,  elastic  and  non-elastie  braids,  and  other 
fabrics,  with  elastic  or  non-elastic  strands,  yams,  or  threads,  introduced  lengthwise  of  the 
ikbrio,  and  four  or  more  in  the  same  surface  or  plane,  or  mixtures  of  elastic  or  non-elastie 
fibres  in  oombtnation  in  the  same  fabric,— each  introduced  elastic  and  non-elastie  threads  or 
strands  proceeding  lengthwise  of  the  fabric  produced,  and  not  partaking  of  the  movements  of 
the  bruding  or  plaiting  threads  or  yams,  which,  in  the  progress  of  working,  twist  around  or 
over  the  longitudinal  introduced  threads,  and  plait  or  braid  amongst  each  other."  And,  after 
describing  the  ordinary  braiding-machine, —  in  which  all  the  threads  partake  of  like  move- 
ments, and  aU  aid  in  forming  a  fabric  of  plaited  threads, — the  specification  (refeiring  to  the 
annexed  drawings)  proceeded  thus  to  describe  the  new  process: — ''the  table  a  moves  on  a 
hoUoto  epindle,  which  is  Jixed  in  the  firaming  of  the  machine  by  screw  and  nut  at  &1 :  through 
the  tube  (,  the  strand  or  thread  of  india-rubber,  or  of  cotton,  or  of  other  fibrous  material,  which 
is  to  form  one  of  the  longitudinal  elastic  or  non-elastic  threads  of  the  fabric,  passes;  the  upper 
part  of  the  tube  b  rising  to  such  a  position  amongst  the  braiding  threads,  that  in  the  evolution 
of  those  threads  firom  one  selvage  to  the  other  of  the  &brie,  they  pass  under  and  over  (and 
lie  at  the  back  and  firont  of  the  fabric)  each  of  the  longitudinal  threads- or  yams;  hence,  the 
braiding  will  tie  the  longitudinal  threads  into  a  fabric,  the  longitudinal  threads  forming  the 
length  of  the  ta,hne,  and  the  braiding  threads  forming  the  covering  (when  suflidently  closely 
worked),  and  the  tie- threads  of  the  fabric." 
The  Jury  found  that  the  plaintiff's  machine  was  new,  but  that  the  nse  of  a  hollow  revoloimg 
spindle  or  tube  was  not  new  : — Held,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff's  daim  was  for  the  hollow 
spindle,  not  gmeraUy,  but  ftxed,  this  finding  did  not  negative  the  novelty  of  the  plaintifTa 
invention ;  and  therefore  that  he  was  entitled  to  n  verdict  on  the  issues  joined  on  the  iUtii, 
eighth,  and  ninth  pleas. 

This  was  an  action  for  an  alleged  infringement  of  a  patent  for 
^^  improvements  in  machinery  for  covering  fibres,  applicable  in  the  manu- 
facture of  braid  and  other  fabrics." 
♦RA01       ^'^^  declaration  was  in  the  ordinary  form. 

J  The  defendant  pleaded, — ^first,  that.  Her  Majesty  did  not  give 
and  grant  unto  the  plaintiff  her  special  license,  full  power,  sole  privilege 
and  authority,  that  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c.,  or  such  other  persons 
as  he  or  they  should  at  any  time  agree  with,  and  no  others,  from  time  to 
time,  and  at  all  times,  during  the  said  term  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
should  and  lawfully  might  use,  exercise,  and  vend  the  said  supposed 
invention  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the 
declaration  in  that  behalf  above  alleged ;  concluding  to  the  country. 

Secondly, — that  theretofore,  and  before  the  making  of  the  said  letters- 
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patent  in  the  ded&ration  mentioned,  *to  wit,  on  the  2l8t  of  April,  r^cgo;* 
1838,  our  lady  the  now  Queen  sent  to  her  then  lord  high  chan-  ^ 
cellor  of  Great  Britain  for  the  time  being  Her  said  Majesty's  warrant 
and  writ  closed,  under  her  said  Majesty's  privy  seal,  directed  to  Her 
said  Majesty's  chancellor,  whereby  Her  said  Majesty  commanded  Her 
said  chancellor,  that,  under  Her  great  seal  of  Her  united  kingdom,  then 
remaining  in  the  said  chancellor's  custody,  he  the  said  chancellor  should 
cause  Her  said  Majesty's  letters  to  be  made  forth  patent,  in  the  form 
therein  and  nextly  hereinafter  mentioned  and  set  forth :  That  the  said 
warrant  and  writ  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  delivered  to  Her  said  Majesty's  chan- 
cellor, in  Her  said  Majesty's  chancery,  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  being  at  Westminster,  in  the  county  of  Middle- 
sex: That  the  day  of  the  said  delivery  of  the  said  warrant  and  writ 
of  our  said  kdy  the  Queen  to  the  said  chancellor,  in  the  said  chan- 
cery as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  the  21st  of  April,  1838,  then  being  the  day  of 
the  said  delivery  of  the  same  to  the  said  chancellor  in  the  said  chancery 
as  aforesaid,  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
duly  entered  of  record  in  the  said  chancery  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen 
at  Westminster  aforesaid ;  as  by  the  said  record  thereof  still  remaining 
in  the  said  chancery  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen  at  Westminster  aforesaid, 
will  more  fully  appear :  That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  Her  said  Majesty's  lord  chancellor,  by  virtue  and  in  pur- 
suance of  the  said  warrant  and  writ  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  did, 
under  Her  said  Majesty's  said  great  seal  of  the  said  united  kingdom,  then 
remaining  in  his  custody,  cause  Her  said  Majesty's  letters  to  be  made 
forth  patent,  in  the  form  in  the  said  warrant  and  writ  mentioned,  and 
which  same  letters-patent  were  letters-patent  of  the  tenor  and  in  the  form 
following,  that  is  to  say  [The  letters-patent  were  here  set  out  in  heec 
verha^  the  invention  being  therein  ^stated  to  consist  of  ^^  Improve-  r«goQ 
ments  in  machinery  for  recovering  fibres,  applicable  in  the  manu-  ^ 
facture  of  braid  and  other  fabrics"]:  That  the  said  warrant  and  writ  of 
our  said  lady  the  Queen,  and  the  parchment  writing  of  the  said  warrant 
and  writ,  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  March,  1841,  by  Her 
said  Majesty's  then  keeper  of  Her  said  Majesty's  privy  seal,  and  by 
virtue  and  in  pursuance  of  Her  said  Majesty's  command,  altered,  by 
having  the  word  ^^  recovering"  erased  from  the  said  writ,  and  by  having 
the  word  '^covering"  inserted  in  place  and  in  lieu  of  the  said  word  '^ re- 
covering :"  and  the  said  warrant  and  writ,  and  the  parchment  writing  of 
the  said  warrant  and  writ,  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  by  Her  said  Majesty's  said  keeper  of  the  said  privy  seal, 
and  by  virtue  and  in  pursuance  of  Her  said  Majesty's  command,  duly 
sealed  with  the  said  privy  seal  then  remaining  in  his  custody :  That  the 
said  warrant  and  writ,  and  the  said  parchment  writing  of  the  said  war- 
rant and  writ,  so  altered  as  aforesaid,  and  sealed  as  last  aforesaid,  then, 
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to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  became  and  was  her  said  Ma- 
jesty's warrant  and  writ  under  her  said  Majesty's  said  privy  seal,  directed 
to  Her  said  Majesty's  then  chancellor  of  Crreat  Britain  for  the  time  being, 
whereby  Her  said  Majesty  commanded  Her  said  chancellor,  that,  nnder 
Her  said  Majesty's  great  seal  of  Her  said  nnited  kingdom,  remaining  in 
his  custody,  the  said  chancellor  should  cause  Her  said  Majesty's  letters  to 
be  made  forth  patent,  in  the  following  form,  that  is  to  say  Qiere  the 
letters-patent  were  again  set  out,  as  altered] :  That  the  said  last-men- 
tioned warrant  and  writ  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen  was  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  19th  of  January,  1844,  and  in  the  seventh  year  of  Her  said 
Majesty's  reign,  delivered  to  Her  said  Majesty's  said  chancellor  of  Great 
Britain  for  the  time  being,  in  Her  said  Majesty's  Chancery,  then,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  being  at  Westminster  aforesaid :  That 
^^  the  "^day  of  the  said  delivery  of  the  said  last-mentioned  warrant 
-I  and  writ  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen  to  the  said  chancellor  in  the 
said  chancery  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  the  19th  of  January,  1844,  and  in  the 
seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  then  being  the  day 
of  the  said  delivery  of  the  said  last-mentioned  warrant  and  writ  to  the 
said  chancellor  in  the  said  chancery  as  aforesaid,  was  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  last- aforesaid,  duly  entered  of  record  in  the  said 
chancery  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen  at  Westminster  aforesaid, — as  by  the 
said  record  thereof;  still  remaining  in  the  said  chancery  of  our  said  lady 
the  Queen  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  will  more  fully  appear :  That  after* 
wards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  said  letters-patent 
in  this  plea  firstly  mentioned  and  set  forth,  were  by  the  plaintiff  restored 
into  Her  said  Majesty's  chancery  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  and  the  said 
last-mentioned  letters-patent  were  then  by  the  said  chancellor,  and  at  the 
instance  and  request  of  the  plaintiff,  cancelled,  by  having  the  said  great 
seal  under  which  the  said  letters-patent  had  been  so  made  'as  aforesaid, 
cut  off  and  taken  from  the  same  letters-patent ;  and  the  said  letters- 
patent  having  been  so  cancelled  as  aforesaid,  the  parchment  writing  which 
theretofore  had  been  the  parchment  writing  of  the  same  letters-patent, 
was  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  in  the  said  chancery 
at  Westminster  aforesaid,  altered,  by  having  the  word  "recovering" 
erased  from  the  said  last-mentioned  parchment  writing,  and  by  having 
the  word  "covering"  inserted  in  the  said  last-mentioned  parchment  writ- 
ing in  lieu  and  in  place  of  the  said  word  "recovering:"  That,  the  said 
last-mentioned  parchment  writing  having  been  so  altered  as  aforesaid, 
Her  said  Majesty's  said  chancellor,  afterwards,  to  *wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  did  cause  to  be  affixed  thereto  the  said  great  seal, 
♦6841  ^^^^  remaining  in  his  custody,  and  thereby  then,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last-aforesaid,  under  the  said  great  seal,  then  remain- 
ing in  his  custody,  cause  to  be  made  forth  the  supposed  letters-patent  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  as  and  for  and  in  lieu  of  the  letters-patent  to 
be  made  upon  and  by  virtue  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
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warrant  and  writ  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen :  And  that  the  said  last^men- 
tioned  chancellor  did  cause  the  said  last-mentioned  letters-patent  to  be  so 
made  as  aforesaid,  bearing  date  a  certain  day  in  the  same  letters-patent 
mentioned,  to  wit,  the  21st  of  April,  in  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
said  lady  the  Queen,  and  bearing  date  on  a  certain  day,  to  wit,  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  long  before  the  day  of  the  delivery  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  warrant  and  writ  to  the  said  chancellor  in  the  said  chan- 
cery as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided, — whereby,  and  by  reason  and  means  whereof,  the  said  sup- 
posed letters-patent,  gift  and  grant  of  privilege  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, were  and  are  null  and  void,  and  of  none  effect ;  verification. 

Thirdly,  that  the  said  supposed  instrument  in  writing  under  the  hand 
and  seal  of  the  plaintiff,  and  enrolled  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
was  and  is  a  certain  specification  and  instrument  in  writing,  in  the  words, 
letters,  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say  [setting  out  the  specification] ; 
and  a  true  copy  of  which  said  drawing  and  of  the  said  letters  and  figures 
in  the  said  specification  and  instrument  in  writing  mentioned,  are  here- 
unto annexed :  That,  before  the  making  of  the  said  supposed  letters- 
patent  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  April,  1888, 
the  plaintiff,  by  his  said  petition,  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  recited 
in  the  said  supposed  letters-patent,  did  represent  and  suggest  unto  Her 
said  Majesty,  that,  in  conBequenee  of  a  communication  made  to  him  hy  a 
certain  foreigner  resident  abroad,  he  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  an 
invention  '''of  improvements  in  machinery  for  covering  fibres,  ap-  r^igoe 
plicable  in  the  manufacture  of  braid  and  other  fabrics :  That  Her  ^ 
said  Majesty,  believing,  and  confiding  in  the  truth,  and  acting  and  pro- 
ceeding upon  the  said  application  and  suggestion  so  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff as  aforesaid,  and  in  pursuance  and  in  consideration  thereof,  did  make 
the  said  supposed  letters-patent,  gift,  and  grant  of  privilege  in  the  decla- 
tion  mentioned :  That  the  said  representation  and  suggestion  so  made  by 
the  plaintiff  unto  Her  said  Majesty  as  aforesaid,  was  and  is  false  and 
untrue :  And  that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  said  supposed  letters-patent,  in  possession  of  the  said  supposed 
invention,  in  manner  and  form  as  by  the  said  plaintiff  so  falsely  and 
untruly  represented  and  suggested  unto  her  said  Majesty,  as  aforesaid, 
— ^whereby,  and  by  reason  and  means  whereof,  the  said  supposed  letters- 
patent,  gift  and  grant  of  privilege  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  were  and 
are  null  and  void,  and  of  none  effect ;  verification. 

Fourthly,  that  the  said  instrument  in  writing  under  the  hand  and  seal 
of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  and  is  a  certain  speci- 
fication and  instrument  in  writing,  in  the  words,  letters,  and  figures,  and 
of  the  tenor,  and  to  the  effect  in  the  defendant's  said  third  plea  above 
mentioned  and  set  forth :  That,  before  the  making  of  the  said  supposed 
letters-patent  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  April, 
1888,  the  plaintiff,  by  his  said  petition,  mentioned  in  the  declaratioUi  and 
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recited  in  the  said  supposed  letters-patent,  did  represent  and  suggest  unto 
her  said  Majesty,  that  the  said  supposed  invention  mentioned  in  the  decla- 
ration and  in  the  said  specification,  was  an  invention  of  improvements  in 
miichinery,  for  covering  fibres,  applicable  in  the  manufacture  of  braid  and 
other  fabrics :  That  Her  said  Majesty,  believing,  and  confiding  in,  and 
^fKM.'X  ^^^  acting  and  proceeding  upon,  the  said  representation  and 
^suggestion  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in  pursuance  and  in  consideration 
thereof,  did  make  the  said  supposed  letters-patent,  gift,  and  grant  of 
privilege,  in  the  declaration  mentioned :  And  that  the  said  last-mentioned 
representation  and  suggestion  so  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  Her  said 
Majesty  as  aforesaid,  was  false  and  untrue,  and  Her  said  Majesty  was 
thereby  misinformed  and  deceived ;  and  that  the  said  supposed  invention 
was  not  an  invention  of  improvements  in  machinery  for  covering  fibres, 
applicable  in  the  manufacture  of  braid  and  other  fabrics,  in  manner  and 
form  as  by  the  plaintiff  so  falsely  and  untruly  represented  and  suggested 
unto  Her  said  Majesty  as  aforesaid, — whereby,  and  by  reason  and  means 
whereof,  the  said  supposed  letters-patent,  gift  and  grant  of  privilege, 
were  and  are  null  and  void,  and  of  none  effect ;  verification. 

Fifthly, — that  the  said  instrument  in  writing  under  the  hand  and  seal 
of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  and  is  a  specification 
and  instrument  in  writing,  in  the  words,  letters,  and  figures,  and  of  the 
tenor,  and  to  the  effect,  in  the  said  third  plea  above  mentioned  and  set 
forth :  and  that  the  said  supposed  invention  mentioned  in  the  declaration, 
and  in  the  said  specification,  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
said  supposed  letters-patent,  gift  and  grant  of  privilege  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  a  new  invention  as  to  the  public  knowledge,  use,  and  exercise 
thereof  within  this  realm,-^whereby,  and  by  reason  and  means  whereof, 
the  said  supposed  letters-patent,  gift  and  grant  of  privilege,  were  and 
are  null  and  void,  and  of  none  effect ;  verification. 

Sixthly, — that  the  said  instrument  in  writing  under  the  hand  and  setd 
of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  and  is  a  certain  speci- 
fication and  instrument  in  writing,  in  the  words,  letters,  and  figures,  and 
"K^ATl  ^^  ^^^  tenor,  and  to  the  effect,  in  the  defendant's  said  *third  plea 
^  above  mentioned  and  set  forth ;  and  that  the  said  supposed  privi- 
lege in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  not  and  is  not  a  privilege  of  the 
sole  working  or  making  of  any  manner  of  manufacture, — ^whereby,  and  by 
reason  and  means  whereof,  the  said  supposed  letters-patent,  gift  and  grant 
of  privilege  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  were  and  are  null  and  void, 
and  of  none  effect ;  verification. 

Seventhly, — that  the  said  supposed  invention  mentioned  in  the  decla- 
ration, and  in  the  said  specification  in  the  defendant's  said  third  plea  set 
forth,  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  supposed  letters- 
patent,  gift  and  grant  of  privilege  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  of  any 
use,  benefit,  or  advantage  to  the  public, — ^whereby,  and  by  reason  and 
means  whereof,  the  said  supposed  letters-patent,  gift  and  grant  of  pri- 
vilegey  were  and  are  null  and  void,  and  of  none  effect ;  verification. 
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Eighthly; — that  the  said  iHstmowxlt  in  -writing  nnder  the  hand  and 
seal  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  and  is  a  certain 
specification  and  instrument  in  writing,  in  the  words,  letters,  and  figures, 
and  of  the  tenor,  and  to  the  effect,  in  the  said  third  plea  above  mentioned 
and  set  forth,  and  a  true  copy  of  the  said  drawing,  and  of  each  of  the 
said  letters  and  figures  mentioned  in  the  said  specification,  is  hereunto 
annexed, — without  this  that  the  plaintiff  did,  by  the  said  instrument  in 
writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  particularly 
describe  the  nature  of  the  said  supposed  inyention,  and  in  what  manner 
the  same  was  to  be  performed,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had 
above  in  the  declaration  alleged ;  concluding  to  the  country. 

Ninthly, — that  the  plaintiff  did  not  within  six  calendar  months  next 
and  immediately  after  the  date  of  the  said  supposed  letters-patent  in  the 
declaration  '^'mentioned,  cause  any  instrument  in  writing,  under  p^/^^Q 
the  hand  and  seal  of  the  plaintiff,  particularly  ^escribing  and  ^ 
ascertaining  the  nature  of  the  said  supposed  invention,  and  in  what 
manner  the  same  supposed  inyention  was  to  be  performed,  to  be  enrolled 
in  Her  said  Majesty's  said  high  court  of  Chancery, — ^whereby,  and  by 
reason  and  means  whereof,  theretofore,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  and  also  before  the  committing  of  the  said  several  supposed 
grievances  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  after  the  expiration  of  six 
calendar  months  next  and  immediately  after  the  date  of  the  said  supposed 
letters-patent,  to  wit,  on  the  22d  of  October,  1838,  the  said  supposed 
letters-patent,  and  the  said  supposed  license,  power,  privilege,  and 
authority  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  all  other  rights,  liberties, 
privileges,  and  advantages  whatsoever  granted  by  the  same  supposed 
letters-patent,  utterly  ceased,  determined,  and  became  void ;  verification. 

Tenthly,  not  guilty. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first,  eighth,  and  tenth  pleas. 

To  the  second,  he  replied, — that,  before  the  sending  of  the  warrant 
and  writ  closed  in  that  plea  first  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  had,  on  the  12th 
of  March,  1888,  presented  the  petition  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  that  Her  said  Majesty  had  been  then  graciously  pleased  to  conde- 
scend to  his  request,  and  to  grant  the  letters-patent  so  brought  into  the 
court  here  as  aforesaid ;  that,  by  a  mistake  on  the  part  of  a  clerk  in  the 
office  of  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretaries  of  state,  in  preparing 
a  certain  document,  called  the  Queen's  warrant, — ^being  the  authority 
from  Her  said  Majesty  to  her  solicitor-general  to  prepare  a  certain  other 
document,  called  the  Queen's  bill, — the  word  "  covering,"  in  the  title 
of  the  plaintiff's  invention  was  written  ^^  recovering ;"  that  such  mistake 
was  copied  *into  the  said  Queen's  bill,  and  into  a  certain  other  r^c^og 
document,  called  the  signet  bill,  and  also  into  the  said  warrant  and 
writ  of  privy  seal ;  and  that  such  writ  of  privy  seal,  as  set  out  in  the 
defendant's  second  plea,  and  containing  such  mistake,  was  delivered  to 
the  said  chancellor  on  the  21st  of  April,  1888,  and  the  day  of  such  deli- 
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very  was  duly  entered  of  record  as  in  the  said  plea  alleged,  and  letters- 
patent  were  made  as  in  the  said  plea  first  alleged ;  and  that,  from  the 
time  the  said  writ  of  privy  seal  was  first  delivered  to  the  said  chancellor, 
the  same  had  hitherto  remained  in  Her  Majesty's  said  chancery ;  that 
Her  Majesty,  having  been  informed  of  the  mistake  so  made  as  aforesaid, 
was  graciously  pleased,  on  the  29th  of  March,  1841,  to  order  that  the 
said  Queen's  warrant,  signet  bill,  and  Queen's  bill,  should  be  amended, 
to  agree  with  Her  Majesty's  royal  intention,  and  that  the  word  '^  recover- 
ing" should  be  made  ^'covering,"  in  the  said  warrant  and  bills;  and  the 
same  were  on  the  day  aforesaid  amended  accordingly ;  the  said  writ  of 
privy  seal  was  also,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  by  Her  said 
Majesty's  then  keeper  of  Her  said  Majesty's  privy  seal,  by  virtue  and 
in  pursuance  of  Her  Majesty's  command,  altered,  to  agree  with  the  said 
Queen's  bill,  signet  bill,  and  Queen's  warrant, — which  is  the  alteration 
mentioned  in  the  said  plea ;  and  that,  at  the  time  of  such  alteration,  the 
said  writ  of  privy,  seal  remained  in  the  said  chancery,  but  the  keeper  of 
the  privy  seal  held  Her  Majesty's  privy  seal, — ^wUch  was  the  alleged 
sealing  of  the  said  warrant  and  writ  in  that  behalf  in  the  said  plea  men- 
tioned ;  that  such  warrant  and  writ  being  so,  by  command  of  Her  Majesty, 
altered  as  aforesaid,  did  remain  in  Her  Majesty's  chancery  in  the  form 
in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  which  was  the  delivery  of  such  alleged 
amended  writ  to  the  chancellor  in  the  plea  mentioned ;  that  such  writ 
*6901  ^^^^S  ^^  remained  in  the  said  chancery,  from  the  '^'said  21st  of 
^  April,  1838,  to  the  19th  of  January,  1844,  the  said  chancellor 
was  pleased,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  to  endorse  on  the  said 
writ,  that  he  had  received  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  altering  the  word 
"  recovering,"  in  the  said  letters-patent,  to  the  word  "  covering," — which 
was  the  alleged  entering  of  record  of  the  receipt  of  the  said  alleged 
second  writ  of  privy  seal  in  the  said  plea  mentioned ;  that,  thereupon, 
the  said  chancellor  was  pleased,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  to 
alter  the  word  "recovering"  in  the  said  letters-patent,  to  the  word  "cover- 
ing," to  agree  with  the  said  writ  of  privy  seal  so  amended  as  aforesaid, 
— which  was  the  alleged  making  of  the  letters-patent  in  the  said  plea 
secondly  mentioned ;  that  the  letters-patent  so  brought  into  court  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  then  remaining  in  the  court  here,  were  the  letters-patent 
gi-anted  to  him  on  the  said  21st  of  April,  1838,  and  so  amended  as  afore- 
said ;  and  that  he  had  brought  his  action  and  declared  against  the  defend- 
ant for  a  breach  of  such  letters-patent, — ^without  this  that  the  said  letters- 
patent  so  granted  to  the  plaintiff  were  by  the  said  chancery  cancelled, 
and  the  parchment  writing  of  the  same  altered  into  such  other  letters- 
patent,  as  in  the  second  plea  alleged,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  defend- 
ant had  above  alleged ;  concluding  to  the  country. 

To  the  third, — that  the  representation  and  suggestion  so  made  by  the 
plaintiff  to  Her  Majesty,  was  not  false  or  untrue,  in  manner  and  form  as 
the  defendant  had  above  alleged, — concluding  to  the  country. 
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To  the  fourth, — ^that  the  said  representation  and  saggestion  was  not 
false  or  antrae,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  defendant  had  alleged, — con- 
cluding to  the  country. 

To  the  fifth, — that  the  invention  in  the  declaration  and  specification 
mentioned,  was,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  letters-patent,  a 
new  invention  as  to  "^the  public  knowledge,  use,  and  exercise  thereof  r*goi 
within  this  realm, — concluding  to  the  country.  ^ 

To  the  sixth, — that  the  privilege  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  and 
is  a  privilege  of  the  sole  working,  &c.,  of  a  manufacture, — concluding  to 
the  country. 

To  the  seventh, — that  the  said  invention  was,  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 
ing of  the  said  letters-patent,  of  use,  &c.,  to  the  public, — concluding  to 
the  country. 

To  the  nitath, — ^that  the  plaintiff  did  within  six  calendar  months  next 
and  immediately  after  the  date  of  the  said  letters-patent,  cause  an  instru- 
ment in  writing,  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  him  the  plaintiff,  particularly 
describing  and  ascertaining  the  nature  of  the  said  invention,  and  in  what 
manner  the  same  was  to  be  performed,  to  be  enrolled  in  Her  said  Majes- 
ty's high  court  of  chancery,— concluding  to  the  country. 

To  each  of  these  replications  the  similiter  was  added. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilbe,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Westminster 
after  Hilary  term,  1847. 

The  specification  was  put  in  as  follows : — 

^'  Now,  know  ye,  that,  in  compliance  with  the  said  proviso,  I,  the  said 
C.  Nickels,  do  hereby  declare  the  nature  of  the  invention,  and  the  manner 
in  which  the  same  is  to  be  performed,  are  fully  described  and  ascertained 
in  and  by  the  following  statement  thereof,  reference  being  had  to  the 
drawing  hereunto  annexed,  and  to  the  figures  and  letters  marked  thereon, 
that  is  to  say, — The  invention  relates  to  certain  improvements  on,  or 
additions  to,  the  apparatus  or  parts  constituting  what  is  called  braiding 
or  plaiting  machines,  whereby  I  am  enabled  to  produce,  by  such  ma- 
chines, elastic  and  non-elastic  braids,  and  other  fabrics,  with  elastic  or 
non-elastic  strands,  yarns,  or  threads,  introduced  lengthwise  of  the  fabric, 
and  four  or  more  in  the  same  surface  or  plane,  or  mixtures  of  elastic  and 
non-elastic  fibres  in  combination  in  the  same  fabric,  such  introduced 
elastic  '^'and  non-elastic  threads  or  strands  proceeding  lengthwise  p^/^Q^ 
of  the  fabric  produced,  and  not  partaking  of  the  movements  of  ^ 
the  braiding  or  plaiting  threads  or  yarns,  which,  in  the  progress  of  work- 
ing, twist  around  or  over  the  longitudinal  introduced  threads,  and  plait  or 
braid  amongst  each  other,  whereby  I  am  enabled  to  produce  elastic  and  non- 
elastic  braid,  and  other  plaited  fabrics,  wherein  are  contained  four  or 
more  elastic  or  non-elastic  strands  or  threads  on  the  same  plane,  which  are 
covered  by  the  ordinary  plaiting  or  braiding  operation  of  the  machinery. 

The  construction  of  braiding  or  plaiting  machinery,  wherein  all  the 
threads  partake  of  like  movements,  and  all  aid  in  forming  a  fabric  of 
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plaited  threads,  being  well  known  in  the  manufactare  of  bmds,  it  will 
not  be  necessary  to  enter  into  a  long  description  of  the  same :  all  that 
will  be  required  to  make  the  invention  dear,  and  enable  a  workman  ac- 
quainted with  such  machinery  readily  to  perform  my  inyention,  which  10 
only  applicable  to  such  machines  as  work  with  four  or  more  heads  or  cir- 
cular tables  for  actuating  a  system  or  series  of  bobbins,  and  consequently 
capable  of  introducing  four  or  more  elastic  or  non-elastic,  or  a  combinar 
tion  of  elastic  and  non-elastic,  strands  or  threads  in  the  same  plane 
within  the  plaited  or  braided  fabrics  which  the  machine  would  otherwise 
be  capable  of  producing.  It  is  well  known,  that,  according  as  the  width 
of  the  braid,  or  other  plaited  fabric,  produced  by  braiding  machines,  is 
wider  or  narrower,  so  are  the  number  of  heads  or  reyolving  tables,  wilji 
their  bobbins,  employed ;  the  threads  from  the  bobbins  being  caused  to 
plait  or  braid  with  one  another  by  the  reyolution  of  the  tables  or  heads 
(each  bobbin,  in  the  course  of  its  working,  being  actuated  by  each  of  the 
revolving  tables  or  heads),  so  that,  at  one  moment,  each  of  the  threads 
will,  in  succession,  be  at  one  selvage  of  the  fabric,  and  progressively 
*RQ^'\  ^^^^^^^  across  the  fabric,  in  a  diagonal  direction,  to  the  Mother 
-■  selvage  of  the  fabric,  and  then  will  traverse  back,  in  an  opposite 
diagonal  direction,  to  the  selvage  from  which  it  started,  and  so  on  across 
from  selvage  to  selvage, — all  which  is  well  understood ;  and  the  plaiting 
or  braiding  bobbin  threads  alternately  pass  under  and  over  the  longitu- 
dinal threads  or  strands,  thus  causing  such  longitudinal  threads  to  be  tied 
into  a  fabric ;  the  objects  of  my  invention  beuog, — ^first,  so  to  arrange 
and  adapt  the  mechanical  parts  and  the  apparatus  of  braiding  machinery, 
that  elastic  fabrics  may  be  produced  therein  with  four  or  more  strands  or 
threads  of  india-rubber  in  the  same  plane,  introduced  as  longitudinal 
threads, — ^secondly,  so  to  adapt  and  arrange  the  mechanical  parts  and 
apparatus  of  braiding-machines,  that  elastic  fabrics  may  be  produced 
therein  with  four  or  more  strands  or  threads  of  india-rubber,  and  non- 
elastic  threads,  in  the  same  plane,  introduced  as  longitudinal  threads, — 
and  thirdly,  so  to  adapt  and  arrange  the  mechanical  parts  and  apparatus 
of  braiding-machines,  that  fabrics  may  be  produced  therein  with  four  or 
more  threads  or  strands  of  cotton,  silk,  wire,  or  other  fibrous  materials, 
in  the  same  plane,  introduced  as  longitudinal  threads:  and,  in  order  to 
give  the  best  information  in  my  power,  I  will  proceed  to  describe  the 
drawing  hereunto  annexed : — 

Fig.  1  is  a  section  of  a  revolving  table  or  head,  and  of  one  plaiting 
or  braiding  bobbin.  Fig.  2  is  a  side  view  of  a  braiding-machine  with 
eight  revolving  tables  or  heads,  and  seventeen  plaiting  or  bobbins.  F^. 
3  is  a  front  view  of  the  machine.     And  fig.  4  is  a  plan. 

In  each  of  these  figures,  the  same  letters  indicate  similar  parts. 
But  I  will  first  describe  fig.  1,  which,  as  before  stated,  shows  one  of 
the  revolving  tables  or  heads  in  section:  and,  as  all  the  heads 
shown  in  fig$.  2,  8,  and  4,  are  of  a  similar  construction,  the  descrip- 
tion   now  given   will    be    applicable    to    all  the  tables    or   heads: 


Ikgnifed  wcfum  of  a  fahrie  mA 
ttgM  longitudincU  AreadM,  ttrandt, 
or  j/arnt. 


o®c(i>o(i) 

Magnified  section  of  aportion  o//a- 
brie  loiA  three  hmgitudinal  Areadt, 
the  part*  of  fabric  betaeen  being 
produced  bj/  revolving  head*  i«'(A- 
out  longitudinal  yarni,  threadti  or 
Unmdi. 


S'loo  arctdar  or  cylindrical  laba,  otM 
wiA,  and  one  without  internal  fill- 
ing. 


Two  cylindrical  tu&et,  laid  flat,  in 
order  to  he  need  oi  a  band,  ttrap, 
or  for  other  purpoiet. 
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a  is  the  revolving  table,  which  is  of  a  like  constraction  to  |-^/.q|> 
those  of  other  braiding-machines,  and  has  notches  or  recesses  *- 
for  receiving  the  pipes  or  spindles  of  the  plaiting  or  braiding  bobbins ; 
as  is  clearly  shown  in  the  drawing,  and  as  is  well  understood.  The 
table  a  moves  on  a  hollow  spindle  i,  which  is  fixed  in  the  framing  of 
the  machine  by  screw  and  nut  at  b\  Through  the  tube  (,  the  strand  or 
thread  of  india-rubber,  or  of  cotton,  or  of  other  fibrous  material,  which 
is  to  form  one  of  the  longitudinal  elastic  or  non-elastic  threads  of  the 
fabric,  passes ;  this,  I  believe,  being  the  most  convenient  mode  of  intro- 
ducing the  longitudinal  threads  into  the  fabric ;  the  upper  part  of  the 
tube  b  rising  to  such  a  position  amongst  the  braiding-threads,  that,  in  the 
evolution  of  those  threads  from  one  selvage  to  the  other  of  the  fabric, 
they  pass  under  and  over  (and  lie  at  the  back  and  front  of  the  fabric) 
each  of  the  longitudinal  threads  or  yams :  hence,  the  braiding  threads 
will  tie  the  longitudinal  threads  into  a  fabric,  the  longitudinal  threads 
forming  the  length  of  the  fabric,  and  the  braiding  threads  forming  the 
covering  (when  sufficiently  closely  worked)  and  the  tie  threads  of  the 
fabric, — the  closeness  of  the  covering  by  the  braiding  threads  depending 
on  the  relative  speed  at  which  the  work  is  taken  up,  in  comparison  with 
the  speed  at  which  the  braiding  bobbins  pass  from  selvage  to  selvage  of 
the  fabric.  And  it  should  be  stated,  that,  although  I  prefer  that  the 
longitudinal  threads  (from  separate  bobbins,  or  from  a  beam)  should  pass 
up  through  the  axis  of  the  revolving  tables  or  heads,  it  is  evident  that 
the  longitudinal  threads  may  be  placed  on  the  top  of  the  axis,  or  other- 
wise above  the  table,  taking  care  that  the  longitudinal  threads  are  so  con- 
ducted up  between  the  braiding  or  plaiting  threads,  that  such  plaiting  or 
braiding  threads  may  pass  under  and  over  the  longitudinal  threads,  and 
in  such  manner  as  to  lie  on  the  two  surfaces  of  the  fabric  produced.  The 
axes  or  pipes  '*'of  the  braiding  or  plaiting  bobbins  are  of  tubes,  as  r^/.QY 
heretofore,  in  order  to  allow  of  means  for  stopping  the  machine,  ^ 
in  the  event  of  any  of  the  threads  breaking,  and,  at  the  same  time,  keep- 
ing the  thread  at  the  proper  tension  at  all  parts  of  the  revolving  tables 
or  heads,  as  is  well  understood. 

The  machine  receives  motion  in  the  following  manner : — c  is  an  endless 
cord  or  band  (driven  by  a  steam-engine,  or  other  power),  which  drives  the 
pulley  d  on  the  axis  e ;  such  axis  e,  by  the  cog-wheel  /,  gives  motion  to 
the  axis  ^,  by  taking  into  the  cog-wheel  A,  which  is  affixed  on  the  axis  g* 
On  the  upper  part  of  the  axis  ^  is  a  cog-wheel  t,  which  takes  into  and 
drives  one  of  the  cog-wheels  j  on  the  tables  or  revolving  heads.  The 
cog-wheels  j  of  the  revolving  heads  gearing  one  into  the  other ;  hence, 
communicating  motion  to  one,  the  whole  are  actuated,  and  caused  to 
revolve  in  opposite  directions ;  and,  by  their  revelation,  they  cause  the 
pipes  or  spindles  of  the  braiding  bobbins  to  pass  from  one  revolving  head 
to  the  next,  as  is  well  understood, — ^the  lappets  1 1  acting  as  guides  to 
cause  the  pipes  or  spindles  of  the  braiding  bobbins  to  pass  in  the  proper 
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direction;  all  which  is  well  understood  in  the  making  and  working 
braiding-machines,  m  is  the  roller  for  winding  np  the  work :  it  receives 
motion  from  one  of  the  wheels  y,  which  takes  into  and  drives  the  wheel  n. 
On  a  vertical  axis  at  the  hack  of  the  machine,  o,  is  a  wheel  affixed  on  the 
same  axis  as  the  wheel  n ;  and  the  wheel  o  takes  into  and  drives  the 
wheel  p  on  another  vertical  axis  at  the  back  of  the  machine,  there  being 
a  screw  or  worm  affixed  on  the  axis  of  the  wheel  pj  which  drives  the  roller 
my  by  taking  into  the  wheel  jj^,  as  is  shown  in  the  drawing.  And  it 
will  be  seen  that  the  roller  m  will  wind  np  the  work  faster  or  slower, 
according  as  the  surface  m\  m\  m\  m\  or  m%  is  the  surface  at  any  time 
^  employed  for  moving  the  fabric :  and  it  will  be  seen  *that  which- 

J  ever  of  those  surfaces  is  being  used,  the  speed  of  the  braiding  or 
plaiting  bobbins  will  remain  the  same ;  consequently,  the  fabric  produced 
will  have  the  longitudinal  threads  more  or  less  closely  covered :  and  the 
covering  of  the  longitudinal  threads  may  be  varied,  by  working  with  less 
braiding  threads  than  there  are  pipes  or  spindles  for  braiding  bobbins, 
that  is,  using  partly  empty  pipes  or  spindles,  by  which  an  open  net  cover- 
ing will  be  shown  on  the  surfaces  of  the  longitudinal  threads,  or  the 
fabrics  produced  thereby. 

In  the  event  of  any  of  the  braiding  threads  breaking,  the  rod  m,  the 
hollow  pipe  or  tube  which  is  the  axis  of  that  bobbin,  will  fall,  and,  when 
it  comes  to  the  front  of  the  machine,  will  come  against  the  tail  of  the 
catch  r,  and  let  go  the  rod  •  from  the  roller  tj  which  will  allow  of  the 
driving  axis  falling  towards  the  back  of  the  machine,  and  thus  take  its 
cog-wheel  out  of  action, — all  which  is  well  understood,  and  is  shown  in 
the  drawing. 

''  Having  thus  given  a  description  of  the  machinery,  I  will  proceed  to 
give  such  information  as  may  be  desirable  for  varying  the  nature  of 
the  fabrics  produced  in  the  machine.  The  machine  is  capable  of  inclu- 
ding eight  threads  or  strands  of  india-rubber,  which  will  be  worked  into 
and  covered  by  the  plaiting  of  the  threads  from  the  braiding  bobbins : 
and  it  should  be  understood,  that  the  threads  or  strands  of  india-rubber 
may  be  uncovered,  or  covered  by  any  of  the  known  means.  The  india- 
rubber  threads  or  strands  which  are  to  constitute  the  longitudinal  threads, 
are  to  be  wound  on  to  bobbins  or  beams,  but,  by  preference,  one  bobbin 
to  each  thread :  and  care  should  be  taken  that  the  bobbins  should  be 
equally  weighted,  in  order  that  the  strands  should  all  be  worked  into  the 
fabric  with  an  equal  strain.  One  india-rubber  thread  is  to  be  passed  up 
*M<f\  ^^^  hollow  axis  of  each  of  the  revolving  heads  or  tables :  *and  such 
-*  is  to  be  the  case  when  working  with  longitudinal  threads  of  silk, 
cotton,  or  other  suitable  fibrous  materials.  The  plaiting  or  braiding 
threads,  together  with  the  india-rubber  threads,  are  to  be  collected 
together,  and  passed  over  the  wire  guide,  and  then  to  the  roller  m,  or 
other  means  of  winding  up  the  work  as  it  is  made ;  the  machine  being 
capable  of  varying  the  speed  of  drawing  up  the  work  quicker  or  slower 
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in  comparison  with  the  speed  of  the  evolutions  of  the  bobbins,  the  close- 
ness or  openness  of  the  plaiting  may,  as  heretofore,  be  regulated. 

*'  In  case  it  be  desirable  to  make  a  fabric  with  less  quantity  of  india- 
rubber  threads,  yet  of  the  width  the  eight  revolving  heads  or  tables 
usually  produce,  in  such  case,  only  part  of  the  hollow  axes  of  the  tables 
or  heads  may  be  supplied  with  india-rubber  threads,  whilst  the  other 
hollow  axes  may  remain  empty.  Thus,  any  degree  of  elasticity  may  be 
obtained ;  because  the  threads  from  the  bobbins  where  there  are  no  india- 
rubber  threads  to  the  heads  or  tables,  will  produce  simple  plaiting  or 
braiding  fabric.  And,  again,  if  it  be  desired  to  control  the  elasticity  of 
the  fabric  produced  in  the  machine,  in  such  case,  some  of  the  hollow 
axes  may  be  supplied  with  india-rubber,  and  some  with  threads  of  cotton, 
silk,  or  other  fibrous  materials,  by  which  the  fabric  will  have  the  elasti- 
city of  the  india-rubber,  and,  at  the  same  time,  that  elasticity  may  be 
prevented  being  drawn  on  beyond  that  distance*  from  which  it  will  return 
to  its  proper  length.  Thus,  with  the  machine  above  described,  a  good 
fabric  may  be  obtained  by  supplying  the  hollow  axis  of  the  first  revolv- 
ing table  with  threads  of  cotton  or  other  fibre,  the  second  with  india-rub- 
ber thread,  the  third  with  cotton  or  other  fibre,  the  fourth  and  fifth  with 
india-rubber  thread,  the  sixth  with  cotton  or  other  fibrous  material,  the 
seventh  with  india-rubber  thread,  and  the  eighth  with  cotton  or  other 
^fibrous  materials.  I  give  this  merely  as  an  instance ;  as,  the  r«*7AA 
numbers  of  each  of  the  threads  may  be  varied :  but,  whatever  '' 
be  the  threads  supplied  to  the  revolving  heads, — ^whether  elastic  or  non- 
elastic, — ^they  will  all  be  laid  into  the  fabrics  longitudinally,  and  in  the 
same  plane  with  each  other.  Thus  may  fabrics  of  different  strengths  of 
elasticity  be  obtained,  and  also  of  different  weight,  depending  on  the 
weight  of  the  non-elastic  threads,  in  comparison  with  the  india-rubber 
threads, — ^which  is  important  for  surgical  bands  and  other  purposes :  or, 
other  fabrics  may  be  made  with  all  non-elastic  threads  or  fibrous  material 
laid  longitudinally  on  the  fabric  produced,  such  threads  being  wound  on 
suitable  bobbins  or  beams,  and  applied  to  the  machine  as  above  described. 

"  When  fabrics  are  plaited  by  this  description  of  machinery,  having 
india-rubber  threads  or  strands  laid  in  longitudinally,  they  are  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  heat,  by  the  application  of  a  hot  iron,  as  is  well  understood  in 
obtaining  elasticity  to  woven  fabrics,  where  they  are  partly  of  india-rub- 
ber in  a  stretched  state ;  for,  the  thread,  when  being  worked  into  the 
fabric  of  a  braiding-machine,  is  in  the  same  condition  as  is  used  for 
weaving  purposes,  all  which  is  well  understood, — ^which  will  reduce  the 
length  of  the  fabric  produced  in  the  braiding-machine. 

'^  I  would  here  remark  that  I  have  only  thought  it  necessary  to  show 
one  machine  for  plaiting  flat  fabrics  having  eight  revolving  heads  or 
tables :  but  it  is  evident  that  machines  may  be  made  with  as  few  as  four 
revolving  heads,  and  many  more  than  eight :  and  each  revolving  table  or 
head  have  a  hollow  axis,  or  other  suitable  means  for  longitudinal  stt^anda 
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or  ihreadfly  m  aboye  explained,  depending  on  the  nature  of  the  faboe  to 
be  produced.  I  do  not,  thereforoi  confine  my  invention  to  any  particolajp 
'^TOll  ^^^^^'^  ^^  revolving  tables  *or  heads  and  their  bobbins,  to  this  or 
^  the  circular-machine  hereafter  mentioned,  provided  the  mechanical 
parts  and  apparatus  constituting  the  machine  are  suitably  arranged  or 
adapted  for  producing  fabrics  having  four  or  more  yams  or  strands  laid 
longitudinally  into  the  plaited  or  braided  fabrics,  as  herein  described* 

**  The  drawing  shows  also  parts  of  another  braiding-machine,  which 
differs  from  that  above  described ;  inasmuch  as,  in  the  former  machine, 
the  bobbins,  having  passed  from  one  selvage  to  the  other  selvage,  pass 
back  again ;  but,  in  the  machine  partly  shown  at  figures  5,  6  and  7,  the 
apparatus  is  so  arranged  that  the  bobbins  are  constantly  performing  in  a 
circle,  and  consequently  will  produce  a  hollow  cylinder  of  plaited  fabric ; 
and,  the  revolving  tables  or  heads  having  hollow  axes,  or  other  suitable 
arrangement,  may  have  strands  or  threads  elastic  or  non-elastic,  or  a 
combination  of  elastic  and  non-elastic,  laid  longitudinally  into  such  cylin- 
drical tubes  of  plaited  fabrics,  and  in  the  same  plane  or  surface ;  such 
machine  differing  from  other  braiding  or  plaiting  machines  only  inasmuch 
as  it  is  capable  of  laying  snch  longitudinal  threads  into  the  plaited  fabric 
as  it  is  made ;  and,  if  it  be  desired,  such  tube  of  plaited  fabrics  may  be 
worked  over  a  cord,  or  a  quantity  of  threads,  and  will  then  resemble  a 
covering  machine  of  the  ordinary  kind,  excepting  inasmuch  as  it  has  the 
capability  of  introducing  the  longitudinal  threads  herein  e]q)lained. 

^^  The  various  parts  in  these  figures  being  marked  with  the  same  let' 
ters  of  reference  as  those  employed  for  the  other  machine,  and  as  this 
machine  does  not  otherwise  differ  from  other  machines  which  make  cir- 
cular tubes  of  plaited  fabric,  the  description  above  given  will  be  sufficient 
for  the  wc»rkman.  And  I  would  state,  that,  according  to  the  number  of 
revolving  tables  and  their  bobbins,  and  their  strength,  and  the  nature  of 
the  yam  or  threads  used,  so  may  be  the  fabrics  produced  in  these  ma- 

*7021  ^''''*^*  .^^  *^  ^^^^*'  machine  wiU  *be  particularly  applicable 
-■  for  making  elastic  and  other  cords,  ropes,  rigger-bands,  and  such 
like  fabrics,  applicable  to  various  useful  purposes. 

*^  Having  thus  described  the  nature  of  the  invention,  and  the  manner 
of  performing  the  same,  I  would  have  it  understood  that  I  make  no  claim 
to  any  of  the  parts  of  the  apparatus  constituting  the  machine  separately, 
nor  combined,  so  far  as  the  same  have  been  before  known  and  in  use. 
And  there  may  be  variations  made  in  the  machine,  without  departing 
from  the  nature  of  the  machine,  so  long  as  the  general  adaptation  and 
arrangement  of  the  parts  be  as  herein  described." 

Evidence  was  given,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  show  that  a  ma- 
chine constracted  like  his, — ^with  four  or  more  elastic  or  non-elastic  lonr 
gitudinal  threads,  so  introduced  into  the  fabric,  by  means  of  fixed  hollow 
q>ind)es,  as  to  allow  the  plaiting  or  braiding  threads  to  intertwine  amongst 
them  without  diverting  them  from  their  longitudinal  position, — ^had  never 
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been  in  use  befor#  the  date  of  Ae  letters-patent :  but  he  gave  no  evi* 
denoe  a?  to  the  alleged  invention  having  been  communicated  to  him  by  a 
foreigner  residing  abroad, 

Mr.  Garpmael  was  called,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  explain  the 
natare  of  the  alleged  invention ;  and,  the  specification  having  been  put 
into  his  hands  for  that  purpose,  it  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that, 
since  the  case  of  Neilson  v.  Harford,  8  M.  &  W.  806, 1  Webster's  Patent 
GaseS)  881,  870,  where  it  was  held  that  the  construction  of  the  specifi- 
cation is  for  the  court  alone,  the  witness  could  only  be  asked  to  explain 
technical  expressions,  or  terms  of  art,  like  the  word  ^^mods"  in  the  will 
q£  Nollekins,  the  sculptor, — ^being,  in  truth,  a  mere  translator ;  and  that 
it  was  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  examine  him  as  to  what  was 
claimed  by  the  q^ecification  to  be  new,  and  what  was  admitted  to  be  old. 
The  objection,  however,  was  overruled. 

^^veral  witnesses,  machine-makers  and  others,  who  were  rn^nQo 
called  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  deposed  to  their  having,  for  ^ 
many  years  prior  to  the  date  of  the  plaintiff's  patent,  made  or  used 
braiding-machines  with  from  two  to  twelve  hollow  revolving  spindles  for 
the  purpose  of  introducing  longitudinal  strands  or  threads  into  the 
fabric :  and  it  was  insisted,  that  the  specification  was  ambiguous  and  ob- 
scure^  and  did  not  sufficiently  distinguish  between  what  was  claimed  as 
new  and  what  was  admitted  to  be  old ;  aad  that  the  defendant  was  enti- 
tled to  a  verdict  on  the  first  and  third  issues,  the  plaintiff  having  given 
no  evidence  to  show  that  the  crown  had  power  to  grant  the  letters-patent, 
or  that  he  had,  as  alleged  in  the  petition  referred  to  in  the  third  plea, 
had  the  invention  communicated  to  him  from  a  foreigner  residing  abroad. 

Four  questions  were  presented  by  the  lord  chief  justice  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury, — ^first,  whether  the  hollowness  of  the  spindle  was 
new, — secondly,  whether  the  having  the  hollow  spindle  fixed  or  station- 
fliry  was  new, — thirdly,  whether  the  raising  the  hollow  spindle  to  a  par- 
ticular point  of  elevation  above  the  bobbins,  was  new, — ^fourthly,  whether 
%  combination  of  all  these  was  new. 

The  jury  found  that  the  use  of  the  hollow  spindle  was  not  new,  but 
that  the  using  it  fixed  or  stationary,  wa$  new. 

The  learned  judge  inclined  to  think  that  the  plea  of  non  eonee$sit  im- 
posed upon  the  plaintiff  the  necessity  of  giving  affirmative  evidence  to 
show  that  the  crown  had  power  to  grant  the  patent ;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  also  bound  to  give  some  evidence  to  show  that  the  statement  in 
lus  petition  to  the  crown,  that  the  alleged  invention  had  been  communi- 
cated to  him  by  a  foreigner  residing  abroad,  was  true :  and  he  accord- 
ingly directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  and 
*third  issues,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  rest ;  reserving  leave  rtnQ^ 
to  the  latter  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  him  on  the  first  and 
third  issues,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  his  ruling  thereon 
was  erroneous, — and  to  the  former  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
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him  on  the  fifth,  eighth,  and  ninth  issueSi  if  the  oourt  flhonld  be  of 
opinion  that  the  speeification  olaimed  as  new  the  hollow  spindle,  whether 
fixed  or  revolving,  or  that  the  speeification  did  not  snffidentlj  distinguish 
between  what  was  olaimed  as  new  and  what  was  disclaimed  as  old. 

The  AUamejf'&eneralj  accordingly,  in  Easter  term,  1847,  on  behalf 
of  the  plalntifir,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  on  the  first 
and  third  issues.  He  submitted  that  nan  eoneemt  does  not  put  in  issue 
the  representations  upon  which  the  crown  is  induced  to  grant  the  letters- 
patent,  but  merely  puts  the  grantee  to  prove  the  fact  of  the  grant  having 
been  made,  and  not  its  legal  effect, — citing  Bedells  v.  Massej,  7  M.  &  G. 
630, 8  Scott,  N.  R.  837,  and  the  authorities  there  referred  to ;  and,  as  to  the 
third  issue,  that,  the  plaintiff  having  alleged  in  his  declaration  that  he  was 
the  true  and  first  inventor  of  the  improvements  for  which  the  patent  was 
granted,  and  that  allegation  not  having  been  traversed,  the  defendant 
was  not  at  liberty  to  controvert  the  fact,  and,  at  all  events,  that  the  anus 
of  proving  the  alleged  fraud,  lay  on  the  party  asserting  it, — ^Doe  d. 
Bridger  v.  Whitehead,  8  Ad.  &  E.  671,  8  N.  &  P.  657 ;  Williams  v.  The 
East  India  Company,  8  East,  192 ;  and  that,  if  the  plea  amounted  to  a 
traverse  of  the  allegation  that  the  plaintiff*  was  the  true  and  first  inventor, 
the  evidence  ^ven  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was  sufficient  to  establish 
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the  affirmative, — ^the  importer  being  an  inventor  *within  the  sta* 


tute  21  Jac  1  c.  8,  s.  6, — ^Edgeberry  v.  Stephens,  2  Salk.  447, 
1  Webster's  Patent  Case,  85. 

M.  2).  HiU  also  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant, on  the  fifth,  eighth,  and  ninth  issues,  upon  the  points  reserved  at 
the  trial ;  and  also  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  improper  recep- 
tion of  evidence  to  explain  the  specification,  and  that  the  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  was  against  the  weight  (^  evidence.  He  cited  Macfarlane  v. 
Price,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  199,  1  Webster's  Patent  Cases,  74,  Harmar  v. 
Playne,  11  East,  101,  The  Eing  v.  Cutler,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  854,  and 
Savory  v.  Price,  B.  &  M.  1. 

M.  D.  HiU  and  Sindmarehj  in  Trinity  term,  1848,  showed  cause* 
against  the  plaintiff's  rule.  JVbn  eancesnt  puts  in  issue  the  effect  of  the 
grant, — ^whether  the  Queen  was  in  a  position  to  make,  and  the  grantee 
to  receive  it.  The  authorities  upon  the  subject  are  few  and  dear.  In 
Co.  Litt.  260,  a,  it  is  said,  that,  ^^  if  a  grant  by  letters-patent  under  the 
great  seal,  be  pleaded  and  showed  forth,  the  adverse  party  cannot  plead 
nui  tiel  recordj  for  that  it  appears  to  the  court  that  there  i»  such  a 
record ;  but,  inasmuch  as  it  is  in  nature  of  a  conveyance,  the  party  may 
deny  the  operation  thereof,  therefore  he  may  plead  Tton  caneesntj  and 
prove  in  evidence  that  the  King  had  nothing  in  the  thing  granted,  or  the 
like ;  and  so  it  was  adjudged."  So,  in  Hynde's  case,  it  was  resolved  by 
the  court,(a)  ^^  that  it  is  true  that  records  import  in  themselves  truth,  and 
conclude  all  men  from  denying  anything  appearing  within  the  record,  as 

(a)  4  Co.  Rep.  T16. 
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antedate,  kc.{a)  But,  to  take  averment  which  stands  with  the  record, 
and  which  doth*  not  ^impngn  anything  apparent  within  the  record,  p^,^/./. 
the  law  doth  well  admit  and  allow :  as,  against  a  fine  npon  release,  ^ 
to  say  that  the  conusee  had  nothing  at  the  time  of  the  fine  levied,  as  it  is 
held  in  16  H.  7,  5,  b,  p.  16  H.  7,  fo.  5,  b,  pi.  2.  So  against  the 
King's  letters-patent  under  the  great  seal  showed  in  court,  none  can  deny 
them ;  but  mm  e<mcemt  per  prced.  Uteraa  patente$y  is  a  good  plea,  for, 
although  there  be  such  letters-patent,  yet  perhaps  nothing  pass  by  th^m^ 
and  so,  per  eonseqitenSj  nan  caneessiL  And,  although  enrolment,  or  other 
matter  of  record,  shall  not  be  tried  per  pais  yet  the  time  when  the  enrol- 
ment was  made,  shall  be  tried  per  pate ;  for,  the  enrolment  itself  shall 
never  be  drawn  in  question  (for,  that  is  agreed  by  both  parties),  but  only 
the  time  of  it,  as,  in  the  other  case,  where  one  pleads  a  grant  of  the  Eing> 
by  bis  letters-patent  under  the  great  seal,  and  the  other  pleads  n<m  can* 
cessit  by  the  same  letters-patent,  in  that  case  the  letters-patent  are  con- 
fessed, but  the  effect  and  operation  of  them  is  denied ;  and  therefore  the 
trial  shall  not  be  where  the  letters-patent  bear  date,  but  where  the  lands 
lie ;  as  it  was  adjudged."  Again,  in  Eden's  case,  6  Go.  Rep.  15,  b,  ^^  in 
the  King's  Bench,  in  trespass  quare  clauBumf  regit  apud  Martham^  in  com* 
Ncrf.j  by  Thomas  Eden  and  William  Franklyn,  against  Edward  Brown, 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  Queen  was  seised  in  fee,  in  right  of  Her 
crown,  and,  by  Her  letters  patent  under  the  great  seal,  bearing  date  at 
Weldhall,  ite  com,  EeseXy  ^(?.,  eoneeuit  tenement*  prced*  in  quibuSj  ^., 
cuidam  A,  J9.,  &c.  The  plaintiff  took  issue,  qtju>d  non  conceseit  tenement* 
prsed^  per  prcedictOB  literas  patentee.  And  this  issue  was  tried  in  the 
county  of  Norfolk,  where  the  land  lay,  and  not  where  the  letters-patent 
bore  date,  and  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff;  and  it  was  moved  in 
arrest  of  judgment  that  it  ought  to  have  been  tried  where  the 
*letters-patent  bore  date ;  et  nan  allocatur  per  curiam ;  for,  the  p^i^/x^ 
letters-patent  being  matter  of  record,  and  showed  to  the  court  *- 
under  the  great  seal,  cannot  be  denied,  nor  can  the  party  plead  nul  tiel 
record  against  them,  being  showed  under  the  great  seal ;  and  therefore 
the  effect  of  the  issue  of  non  conceeeitj  is,  that  the  Queen  had  nothing  in 
the  land,  or  that  the  tenements  did  not  pass  by  the  letters-patent,  in  which 
cases  it  shall  be  tided  where  the  land  lies :  and  so  it  was  adjudged."  The 
doctrine  laid  down  in  these  cases  is  confirmed  by  Baddeley  t;,  Lepping- 
well,  8  Burr.  1544,  where  Wilmot,  J.,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  says :  ^^Non  concessit  puts  the  operation  of  the  grant  in  question. 
If  a  man  pleads  a  grant  from  the  crown  under  the  great  seal ;  and  the 
other  pleads  non  concessit;  in  this  case,  the  letters-patent  are  confessed ; 
but  the  effect  and  operation  of  them  is  denied :  the  effect  of  that  issue 
of  non  concessit^  is,  that  the  crown  had  nothing  in  the  land,  or  that  the 
tenements  did  not  pass  by  the  letters-patent.     So  is  Hynde's  case,  in  4 

(a)  aang  37  H.  6,  21,  b  (Qaartermain's  case,  37  H.  6,  fo.  21,  b,  pi  9),  Plowd,  Com«  49X,  8  k 
9  EUs.|  Dyer,  242  (Whitooores  v,  ThurUmd). 
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Co*  71  If,  and  Eden's  oaao)  ii^  6  Co.  15  b,  expressly."  That  case  is 
precisely  in  point.  [Maulb^  J.  Suppose  the  crown,  being  seised  of 
land,  granted  it  in  apt  terms,  but  upon  a  false  suggestion) — ^uld  you 
give  evidence  of  that  false  suggestion  under  nan  eonceMit  ?]  The  cases 
above  cited  show  that  that  may  be  done.  [Maulb,  J,  Eden's  case  and 
Baddeley  v,  Leppingwell  certainly  do  not,  either  of  them,  establish  that 
point.  In  the  case  of  Alton  Woods,  1  Go.  Bep.  40  b,  there  is  much 
diS9us6ion  as  to  the  effect  of  false  recitals  in  the  King's  grant.]  Ifan 
ooneessit  puts  in  issue  aU  that  the  plaintiff  was  before  the  new  rules  of 
pleading  bound  to  prove  under  the  general  issue :  and  its  effect  is  not 
*7f\fn  i^^^'^Wed  by  the  allegation  in  the  declaration  that  the  '''plaintiff 
-'  was  the  true  and  first  inventor.  It  is  not  essential,  though  usual, 
ao  to  aver. 

The  third  plea  sets  out  the  specification  and  the  petition  upon  which 
the  patent  was  founded.  The  petition  itself  was  in  evidence.  It  pur- 
ported to  ground  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  the  exclusive  privilege  he  sought, 
upon  the  fact  of  his  having  obtained  the  information  from  a  foreigner 
residing  abroad.  The  plea,  it  is  true,  does  not  allege  that  the  plaintiff 
acted  wilfully  and  corruptly.  The  question  is,  upon  which  party  rests  the 
burthen  of  proof.  The  rule  of  law  referred  to  by  Lord  Ellenbokouqq 
in  Williams  v.  The  East  India  Company,  8  East,  199, — that,  '^  where 
any  act  is  required  to  be  done  on  the  one  part,  so  that  the  party  neglect- 
],ng  it  would  be  guilty  of  a  criminal  neglect  of  duty  in  not  having  done 
it,  the  law  presumes  the  affirmative,  and  throws  the  burthen  of  proving 
the  contrary,  that  is,  in  such  case,  of  proving  a  negative,  on  the  other 
mde," — ^has  no  application  here.  Primd  facie^  all  monopolies  are  void. 
The  statute  21  Jac.  1,  c.  8,  s.  1,  is  merely  declaratory  of  the  common  law; 
but  the  6th  section  declares  and  enacts  ^'  that  any  declaration  before  men- 
tioned, shall  not  extend  to  any  letters-patent,  and  grants  of  privilege  for 
the  term  of  fourteen  years,  or  under,  hereafter  to  be  made,  of  the  sole  work- 
ing or  making  of  any  manner  of  new  manufactures  within  this  realm,  to  the 
tme  and  first  inventor  and  inventors  of  such  manufactures,  which  others,  at 
tjhe  time  of  making  such  letters-patent  and  grants  shall  not  use,  so  as  also 
they  be  not  contrary  to  the  law,  nor  mischievous  to  the  state,  by  raising 
prices  of  commodities  at  home,  or  hurt  of  trade,  or  gener|]^y  inconvenient." 
It  is  for  a  party  who  seeks  to  establish  a  monopoly,  to  bring  his  case  within 
the  exception,  and  not  for  the  party  opposing  it  to  show  the  contrary. 

«7rK)1  *^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  Hardwicke,  downwards,  the  usual 
J  course,  in  the  case  of  an  infringement  of  a  patent  right,  where 
an  application  has  been  made  to  a  court  of  equity  for  an  injunction,  has 
been,  to  refuse  the  injunction,  unless  the  right  has  been  established  in  a 
court  of  law :  Blanchard  v.  Hill,  2  Atk.  484 ;  Bacon  v.  Spottiswoode, 
1  Beavan,  882  ;  Cartwright  v.  Amatt,  2  B.  &  P.  48  ;  Harmer  v.  Plane, 
14  Yes.  180,  186.  The  principle  laid  down  in  these  cases,  is,  that  a 
patent  is  a  bargain  between  the  public  on  the  one  side  and  the  patentee 
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on  tlie  other ;  and  that  care  mnst  be  taken  that  the  pnblio  gets  the 
oonsideration  for  the  grant,  and  that  the  patentee  is  a  person  from  whom 
the  oonsideration  moTos.  The  statate  requires  that  the  patentee  shall 
he  the  true  and  first  inventor.  What  do  these  words  mean  ?  Prior  to 
the  statute  21  Jao.  1,  c.  8|  an  importer  was  held  to  be  an  inventor :  The 
ease  of  Monop<dies  (Daroy  v.  Allin),  11  Go.  Rep.  84,  Noy,  178,  1  Web- 
ster's Patent  Cases,  1,  5.  In  the  case  of  The  Glothworkers  of  Ipswich, 
Qodbolt,  8S1,  p.  252,  it  was  resolved  by  the  court,  that,  *'  if  a  man  bath 
brought  in  a  new  invention  and  a  new  trade  within  the  kingdom,  in  peril 
of  his  Ufe,  and  consmnplion  of  his  estate  or  stock,  fcc,  or,  if  a  man  hath 
made  a  new  discovery  of  anything ;  in  such  cases,  (9ie  King,  of  his  grace 
and  favour,  in  recompense  of  his  costs  and  travail,  may  grant  by  charter 
onto  him,  that  he  only  riiall  use  such  a  trade  or  trafique  for  a  certain  time, 
because  at  first- the  people  of  the  kingdom  are  ignorant,  and  have  not  the 
knowledge  or  ekiO  to  use  it."  So,  in  Sheppard's  Abridgment,(a)  it  is 
said  that  ^^it  is  generally  held  by  the  judges  that  the  King  may,  for  a 
"^reasonable  time,  grant  a  monopoly  patent  of  that  which  any  |-^,^^^ 
man,  at  his  own  chaise,  wit,  and  invention,  shall  bring  in  as  a  ^ 
new  trade  or  d^ice  into  the  realm ;  or  any  new  engine,  tending  to  the 
furtherance  of  it,  for  the  good  of  the  realm."  Eclgeberry  v.  Stephens, 
2  Salk.  447,  1  Webster's  Patent  Cases,  85,  and  other  cases  (()  have 
decided  that  an  invention  the  knowledge  of  which  is*  imported  from 
abroad,  may  be  the  subject  of  a  patent:  but  that  is  the  only  exception 
^iidi  has  ever  been  made  out  of  the  words  of  the  statute ;  it  has  never 
been  held  that  a  communication  received  from  a  pei^on  residing  abroad, 
such  person  not  being  a  foreigner,  will  sustain  a  patent.  In  Tennant's 
case,  D«vies's  Patent  Oaises,  429, 1  Webster,  125,  a  patent  founded  upon 
a  communication  made  to  the  patentee  by  a  Scotchman  residing  in  Glas- 
gow, was  held  void.  [Colthan,  J.  Do  yon  contend  that  a  communi- 
cation made  to  the  party  by  an  Englishman  residing  abroad,  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  the  patent?]  There  is  no  case  in  which 
that  has  been  decided.  But  the  statement  invariably  is,  that  the  infor- 
mation was  received  from  a  foreigner  reading  abroad.  [Wildb,  C.  J. 
1%e  circumstance  of  the  party's  importing  a  new  manufacture,  and  giving 
tiie  public  of  this  countiy  the  benefit  of  it,  is  the  basis  of  the  grant  of  a 
temporary  monopoly  to  him.  I  am  not  aware  that  it  has  ever  been  consi- 
dered necessary  that  the  informant  should  be  a  foreigner.]  If  the  patentee 
has  obtained  the  grant  from  the  crown  by  means  of  a  representation 
which  is  untrue,  the  patent  is  void.  In  Morgan  v.  Seaward,  2  M.  &  W.  544, 
561, 1  Webster's  Patent  Cases,  187,  Pabkb,  B.,  says :  **  That  a  false  sug- 
gestion of  the  grantee  avoids  an  ordinary  grant  of  lands  or  tenements  from 
the  crown,  Js  a  maidm  of  the  common  law :  and  such  a  grant  is  void,  not 

(a)  Part  IIL  p.  61,  FrtrogtOive  of  the  King,  pL  2  j  citiilg   Evghei's   AbiidgmeDV  2H, 
Qodb.  253. 
{b^  6«e  LMibe't  Patoat^  1  WdMer*!  Patent  Oun,  88. 
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4(71-11  ftgc^ii^st  the^crown  merely,  bat  in  a  suit  against  a  third  person: 
'  ^^J  Travell  v.  Carteret,  8  Lev.  184;  Alcock  v.  Cooke,  6  Bingh.  840,  2 
M.  &;  P.  625.  It  is  on  the  same  principle  that  a  patent  for  two  or  more 
inventions,  when  one  is  not  new,  is  void  altogether, — as  was  held  in  Hill  v. 
Thompson,  8  Taunt.  875,  2  J.  B.  Mooi«,  424,  and  Bmnton  v.  Hawkes, 
4  B.  &  Aid.  541 :  for,  although  the  statute  invalidates  a  patent  for  want 
of  novelty,  and,  consequently,  by  force  of  the  statute,  the  patent  would 
be  void,  so  far  as  related  to  that  which  was  old,  yet  the  principle  on  which 
the  patent  has  been  held  to  be  void  altogether,  is,  that  the  consideration 
for  the  grant  is  the  novelty  of  all,  and  the  consideration  failing,  or  in 
other  words,  the  crown  being  deceived  in  its  grant,  the  patent  is  void,  and 
no  action  maintainable  upon  it."  The  patentee  must  be  either  the  in- 
ventor, properly  so  called,  or  the  importer  of  the  invention.  In  this  case, 
the  plaintiff  in  his  petition  alleges  himself  to  be  an  importer.  That  surely 
must  be  a  material  suggestion.  The  fact  of  his  making  the  application 
in  that  form  shows  that  he  was  not  the  true  and  first  inventor  in  any 
other  way.  The  statement  in  the  petition  is  in  the  nature  of  a  warranty, 
the  truth  of  which  must  be  proved  by  the  party  making  it,  and  any  fraud 
or  concealment  in  which  avoids  the  transaction :  Oeach  v.  Ingall,  14  M. 
k  W.  95,  Ashby  v.  Bates,  15  M.  k  W.  589.  The  rules  of  evidence  are 
rules  which  bend  to  the  necessity  of  the  case.  It  is  impossible  for  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  receive  the  information  from 
a  foreigner  residing  abroad.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  Suppose  you  had  pleaded 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  true  and  first  inventor, — ^must  you  not  have 
proved  the  negative  ?  Would  your  plea  have  imposed  upon  the  plaintiff 
the  necessity  of  proving  the  affirmative  ?  Is  there  any  case  where  a 
^'riQl  P^^^^^  *^^  proved  himself  to  be  the  true  and  first  inventor,  by 
-I  showing  that  he  obtained  his  knowledge  of  the  invention  by  com* 
munication  from  a  foreigner  residing  abroad  ?]  There  is  not.  The  grant 
can  have  no  operation  against  us,  except  in  so  far  as  the  grantee  is  able 
to  substantiate  his  title.  It  is  suggested  in  Bowman  v.  Taylor,  2  Ad.  k 
E.  278,  4  N.  &  M.  264,  by  analogy  to  the  case  of  landlord  and  tenant, 
that  a  licensee  cannot  dispute  the  title  of  the  patentee :  but  in  Hayne  v. 
Maltby,  8  T.  B.  488,  where  A.,  asserting  that  he  had  a  right  to  a  patent 
machine,  covenanted  with  B.  that  he  should  use  it  in  a  particular  manner, 
in  consideration  of  which  B.  covenanted  that  he  would  not  use  any  other; 
in  an  action  by  A.  on  the  covenant,  it  was  held  that  B.  was  not  estopped 
by  his  covenant  from  pleading  in  bar  to  the  action,  that  the  invention  was 
not  new,  or  that  the  patentee  was  not  the  inventor,  but  that  he  might 
thus  show  that  the  patent  was  void.  [Maulb,  J.  That  case  is  rather 
hard  of  digestion.]  It  has  never  yet  been  rejected ;  and  it  is  sustained 
by  Chanter  v.  Leese,  4  M.  &  W.  295,  S.  C.  in  error,  5  M.  &  W,  698. 
The  decision  of  this  court  in  Beard  v.  Egerton,  8  Man.  6r.  k  S.  97,  does 
not  militate  against  the  doctrine  here  contended  for :  the  plea  there  was 
held  bad  because  it  negatived  only  one  of  the  modes  in  which  the  plain- 


8  MANNING,  GBANGBB,  &  SCOTT.  712 

—^ — " _  

tiff  might  hare  been  the  true  and  first  inrentor.  Here,  howeyer,  it  is 
submitted  that  the  plea  is  a  material  one,  and  that  it  lay  upon  the  plain- 
tiff to  prove  the  truth  of  the  representation  made  in  his  petition, — ^that 
representation  being  the  very  gist  of  his  title*  [Coltmak,  J.  It  is  not 
every  false  recital  in  a  patent  that  will  render  it  void.]  Certainly  not, 
[GoLTMAN,  J.  The  question  is,  whether  you  show  enough,  upon  the  face 
of  your  plea,  to  make  it  available  as  an  answer.  The  foundation  of  the 
grant  is  not  the  communication  '''from  abroad,  but  the  first  publi-  .^^^  ^ 
cation  of  the  invention  here.]  There  is  a  direct  averment  here  ^ 
that  this  statement  in  the  plaintiff's  petition  was  the  consideration  for 
the  grant,  and  its  truth  is  put  in  issue.  It  is  the  constant  course,  at  nisi 
prius,  to  call  upon  the  patentee  in  the  first  instance  to  support  his  title.  In 
Dickson  v.  Evans,  6  T.  B.  57,  Ashhubst,  J.,  says :  *^  It  is  a  general  rule 
of  evidence,  that,  in  every  case,  the  ontM  probandi  lies  on  the  person  who 
wishes  to  support  his  case  by  a  particular  fact,  and  of  which  he  is  sup- 
posed to  be  cognisant."  So,  here,  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  bring  himself  within  the  exception  in  the  6th  section  of  the  statute 
21  Jao.  1,  c.  8. 

The  Attomeff'Generalj  MeUoTj  and  Oorriey  in  support  of  the  rule. 
Since  the  cases  of  Nickels  v.  The  London  Caoutchouc  Company,  1  Web- 
ster's Patent  Cases,  656,  Bedells  v.  Massey,  7  M.  &  G.  630,  8  Scott,  N% 
B.  887,  and  Bunnett  v.  Smith,  18  M.  &  W.  552,  it  cannot  be  doubted 
that  non  wncessU  is  a  good  plea ;  although  what  is  put  in  issue  by  it,  may 
be  matter  of  some  doubt.  [Cbesswbll,  J.  It  seems  to  be  universally 
assumed  that  it  puts  in  issue  all  the  surrounding  circumstances  of  the 
grant.  Maulb,  J.  The  provision  requiring  notice  of  objections  (5  &  6 
W.  4,  c.  88,  s.  5)  gives  force  to  that  argument ;  for,  unless  nan  concessit 
does  put  all  in.  issue,  the  legislature  did  something  which  was  very  idle 
and  superfluous, — ^which  is  hardly  to  be  presumed.  Cbbsswell,  J.  That 
statute  was  not  passed  until  after  the  promulgation  of  the  new  rules  of 
Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  though  the  bill  was  introduced  in  the  session  before.] 
The  new  rules  in  case  are  the  same  as  in  assumpsit :  and  the  8d  rule  in 
assumpsit  "^provides,  that  '^all  matters  in  confession  and  avoid-  r^^n^A 
ance,  including  not  only  those  by  way  of  discharge,  but  those  ^ 
which  show  the  transaction  to  be  either  void  or  voidable  in  point  of  law, 
on  the  ground  of  fraud,  or  otherwise,  shall  be  specially  pleaded."  Here, 
the  suggestion  is,  that  there  was  fraud  or  misrepresentation  in  the  appli- 
cation to  the  crown :  that  should  have  been  pleaded  specially.  [Coltmak, 
J.  The  plea  with  which  you  are  now  dealing  is  not  a  plea  in  confession 
and  avoidance,  but  a  traverse.]  The  defendant  is,  in  effect,  seeking,  under 
a  traverse,  to  avail  himself  of  matter  in  confession  and  avoidance. 
[CbesswelIi,  J.  You  say,  that  before  the  new  rules,  the  evidence  in 
question  would  have  been  inadmissible  under  non  eoneeuit :  but  that  the 
effect  of  the  rnles^  is,  to  exclude  it  ?]  Precisely  so.  [Maule,  J.  It 
seems  to  me  to  be  against  the  spirit  of  the  new  ndes,  that  the  fact  of  the 
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Queen  having  been  deeeived  in  her  grant,  shonld  be  given  in  evidenOB 
under  n&n  eonceuit :  but  it  may  be  (and  I  incline  to  tiiink  it  is  so)  that  ibB 
spirit  is  not  embodied  in  the  language  of  any  of  the  new  roles.]  Assom- 
ing  that  to  be  so,  is  the  plaintiff  bound  to  prove  the  truth  of  hia  repre* 
sentation  ?  That  would  be  contrary  to  every  principle'  upon  which  the 
law  of  evidence  is  founded* 

Upon  the  third  issue,  the  case  of  Beard  v.  Egerton,  8  Man.,  Gr«  k  S. 
97,  has  an  important  bearing.  The  first  introducer  of  a  new  mannfactnre 
into  the  kingdom,  is  an  inventor  within  the  statute  of  James.  So  &r  aa 
regards  the  consideration  upon  which  the  Queen's  grant  is  founded,  it  is 
perfectly  immaterial  whether  the  patentee  is  an  actual  or  only  a  special 
inventor.  The  statute  points  to  no  such  distinction.  The  real  oonsidenk 
tion  for  the  grant  of  the  patent,  is,  the  benefit  to  the  public ;  and,  no 
♦71  f{l  ^^^^^'  ^^  ^^^  crown  were  deceived  in  that  respect,  the  grant  ^would 
^  be  void :  Sir  Robert  Johnson's  case,  IT  Vin.  Abr.  161,  title  Pr^ 
rogaJtioe  of  the  King  (M.  c.  pi.)  1.  In  Hindmarch  on  Patents,  page  448, 
it  is  said,  that,  '^if  the  patentee  was  not  an  actual  inventor,  but  merely 
an  importer  of  the  invention  from  abroad,  the  plaintiff  would,  under  an 
issue  upon  a  pica  alleging  that  the  patentee  was  not  the  true  and  first 
inventor,  make  a  primd  facie  case,  in  precisely  the  same  way  as  has 
already  been  mentioned,  vis.  by  putting  the  patent  and  specification  in 
evidence,  and  proving  the  novelty  of  the  invention  at  the  date  of  the 
patent.  Cnder  this  issue,  the  defendant  may  show  that  the  patentee  was* 
not  the  true  or  actual  inventor,  and  also  that  he  was  not  the  first  inventor, 
— ^which  means,  thefir§t  person  to  give  the  pnbHe  ths  benefit  fff  the  inven- 
tion.^ A  party  who  seeks  to  avoid  a  grant  of  the  crown,  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  must  prove  the  fraud.  It  is  an  universal  principle  of  justioe, 
that  all  things  are  presumed  to  be  rightly  done,  until  the  contrary  is 
shown. 

He  Attomey-Cfeneraly  MeUor,  and  Oorriej  new  showed  cause  ag«iinst 
tiie  defendant's  nde.  The  only  question  upon  the  fifth  issue,  is,  whether 
there  was  evidence  to  show  that  the  invention  for  which  the  patent  waa 
granted,  was  new :  and,  as  to  that,  there  clearly  is  no  ground  {or  fiandtag 
fault  with  the  conclusion  to  which  the  jury  came.  All  that  was  proved 
by  the  defendant's  witnesses,  amounted  to  some  abortive  experiments,' 
which  clearly  do  not  affect  a  subsequently  granted  patent :  Cornish  e. 
Keene,  1  Webster's  Patent  Cases,  501,  8  N.  C.  570,  688,  4  Scott,  837. 

Then,  as  to  the  eighth  and  ninth  issues,  reading  the  specification  wiA 
a  spirit  of  fairness,  it  clearly  describes  the  invention  wiUi  accuracy.  The 
subject  of  the  construction  of  specifications  was  much  discussed  in  Rus- 
*7161  ®^^  *^'  Cowley,  1  C.  M.  &;  R.  864,  where  Parks,  B.,  says,  that, 
-^  ^^  in  the  construction  of  a  patent,  the  court  is  bound  to  read  the 
tq)ecification  so  as  to  support  it,  if  it  can  fairly  be  done."  The  saiBC' 
doctrine  is  laid  down  by  Lord  ELLBNBOROueH  in  Haimar  i;.  Playne,  11 
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Eutj  l«l.(a)  And  in  M'Alpine  v.  MungDaU,  8  Man.,  Gr.  k  8.  496, 
518,  Parke,  B.,  wjb  :  ^*  The  beginmng  uid  the  end  ^f  the  ftp^oifiofktiom 
it  is  true,  rather  bear  the  aspect  of  claiming  the  macbmery  for  the  whole 
proeess.  Bnt,  taking  the  specification  altogether,  and  giving  ite  worda  a 
fair  and  reasonable  interpretation,  it  seems  to  be  obvious  that  the  patent- 
ees only  claim  as  their  invention  those  improvements  on  the  old  machine 
that  give  the  vibrating  motion  to  the  fabric  while  in  the  coarse  of  dry- 
ing." [WiLDB,  C.  J.,  referred  to  Elliott  v.  Turner,  2  Man.,  Gr.  k  S. 
446,  where  it  was  held  that  the  words  of  a  specification  are  to  be  con- 
strued according  to  their  ordinary  and  proper  meaning,  unless  it  be  shown 
by  something  in  the  context  (which  may  be  explained  by  evidence),  that 
a  difierent  construction  ought  to  be  adopted.] 

Smdmarehy  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  enrolment  of  a  specification 
is  required  as  a  condition  of  the  grant :  Munta  v.  Foster,  6  M.  &  6. 
734,  7  Scott,  N.  B.  471, 1  D.  &  L.  737.  Has  the  patentee  in  this  case 
f;iirly  and  properly  complied  with  that  condition  ?  He  is  particularly  to 
AHcertain  and  describe, — ^first,  the  nature  of  the  invention, — secondly, 
the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  carried  into  efiect:  and  this  informa- 
tion must  be  conveyed  in  terms  sufficiently  dear  and  precise  to  inform  a 
workman  of  ordinary  skill  to  what  it  does  and  to  what  it  does  not 
extend.  It  is  expedient  to  repress  the  growing  tendency  to  laxity  of 
"^description  in  these  instruments.  "The  patentee,"  says  Lord  i-^,!*^,^. 
ELLBNBOROuaH,  in  Macfarlane  v.  Price,  1  Starkie,  N.  P.  G.  199,  L  <  1< 
1  Webster's  Patent  Cases,  74,  "  in  his  specification,  ought  to  inform  the 
person  who  consults  it,  what  is  new,  and  what  is  old.  He  should  say,  my 
improvement  consists  in  this,^-describing  it  by  words,  if  he  can,  or,  if 
not,  by  reference  to  figures.  But,  here,  the  improvement  is  neither 
described  in  words,  nor  by  figures ;  and  it  would  not  be  in  the  wit  of  man, 
unless  he  were  previously  acquainted  with  the  construction  of  the  instru- 
ment, to  say  what  was  new  and  what  was  old.  The  specification  states 
that  the  improved  instrument  is  made  in  manner  following:  this  is  not 
true ;  since  the  description  comprises  that  which  is  old,  as  well  as  that 
which  is  new.  Then,  it  is  said,  that  the  patentee  may  put  in  aid  the 
figures :( but,  how  can  it  be  collected  from  the  whole  of  these,  in  what  the 
improvement  consists  ?  A  person  ought  to  be  warned  by  the  specification 
against  the  use  of  the  particular  invention :  but  it  would  exceed  the  wit 
of  man  to  discover  from  what  he  is  warned  in  a  case  like  this."  So,  here, 
unless  extraneous  circumstances  are  called  in  aid  to  construe  this  specifi- 
cation, it  is  absolutely  beyond  the  power  of  any  human  being,  to  under- 
stand it.  In  the  construction  of  a  specification,  the  rights  of  the  public 
are  to  be  regarded.  Minter  v.  Mower,  6  Ad.  k  E.  735,  1  N.  &  P.  595, 
is  on  all  fours  with  the  present  case :  there,  the  specification  described 
the  invention  to  be  of  "  an  improvement  in  the  construction,  making,  or 
manufacturing  of  chairSy"  and  to  consist  in  the  application  of  a  pelf-ad* 
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justing  lererage  to  the  bade  uid  seat  ot  %  ehair,  irhereby  the  weight  on 
the  seat  acted  as  a  eonnter-balanee  to  the  pressure  against  the  back,  and 
whereby  a  person  sitting  in  the  chair,  might,  by  pressing  against  the 
back,  cause  it  to  take  any  inclination,  and  yet  might  be  supported.  In 
♦71  fn  *^^  t^ioi^  for  infringing  the  patent,  it  was  pleaded  that  the  plain- 

^  tiff  was  not  the  inventor,  and  that  the  specification  did  not 
describe  the  invention :  and  it  was  proved  that  a  diair  had  previously  been 
sold,  to  which  a  similar  leverage  was  applied,  acting  by  the  pressure  in 
the  same  way,  but  having  also  other  machinery,  which  prevented  the  in- 
clination of  the  back  from  being  shifted,  except  when  a  spring  was  touched 
by  the  hand.  The  jury  found,  that,  without  such  other  machinery,  the 
chair  previously  sold  would  have  produced  an  equilibrium  by  the  self-ad- 
justing leverage ;  that  the  maker  of  it  was  the  inventor  of  the  machine, 
and  found  out  the  principle,  but  not  the  practical  purpose  to  which  it  was 
now  applied ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  discovered  such  purpose.  And 
the  court  ordered  a  nonsuit.  In  Kay  v.  Marshall,  5  N.  C.  492,  7  Scott, 
548,  a  patent  was  taken  out  for  *'  new  and  improved  machinery  for  pre- 
paring and  spinning  flax,  hemp,  and  other  fibrous  substances,  by  power;" 
and  by  the  specification  the  invention  was  declared  to  consist  of  ^^new 
machinery  for  macerating  flax  and  other  similar  fibrous  substances,  pre* 
vious  to  drawing  and  spinning  it ;  and  also  of  improved  machinery  for 
epinntng  the  same  after  having  been  so  prepared."  The  only  alleged 
improvement  in  the  spinning  machinery  was  declared  to  be  ^*  placing  the 
drawing-rollers  only  two  inches  and  a  half  from  the  retaining-roUers,'* 
which  was  nearer  than  they  had  ever  before  been  placed  for  the  purpose 
of  spinning  flax.  It  i^peared,  however,  that  spinning-machines  were 
always  so  constructed,  as,  by  means  of  slides,  to  allow  the  distance  of 
the  rollers  to  be  varied  according  to  the  staple  or  fibre  of  the  article  to 
be  spun ;  and  that  cotton  had  always  been  spun  with  a  reach  of  less  than 
two  inches  and  a  half.  It  was  held  that  this  was  not  the  proper  subject 
*71<)1  ^^  ^  *pfttent,  though  the  jury  found  that  the  invention  was  both 

-^  new  and  useful ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  specification,  being 
void  as  to  part,  was  void  altogether.  In  Hill.v.  Thompson,  8  Meriv.  629, 
1  Webster's  Patent  Oases,  229,  upon  a  motion  to  revive  an  injunction 
after  a  trial  of  the  right  at  law.  Lord  Eldon  said :  '<  In  his  directions  to 
the  jury,  the  judge  has  stated  it  as  the  law  on  the  subject  of  patents, — 
first,  that  the  invention  must  be  novel, — secondly,  that  it  must  be  useful, 
— and,  thirdly,  that  the  specification  must  be  intelligible.  I  will  go  far- 
ther, and  say,  that  not  only  must  the  invention  be  novel  and  useful,  and 
the  specification  intelligible,  but  also  that  the  specification  must  not 
attempt  to  cover  more  than  that  which,  being  both  matter  of  actual  dis* 
covery,  and  of  useful  discovery,  is  the  only  proper  subject  for  the  protec- 
tion of  a  patent.  And  I  am  compelled  to  add,  that,  if  a  patentee  seeks 
by  his  specification  any  more  than  he  is  strictly  entitied  to,  his  patent  is 
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tliereby  rendered  ineffeetnil,  even  to  tbe  extent  to  irhich  he  wonld'be 
otherwise  fairly  entitled.''  Here,  the  epeeification  is  dearly  bad,  for  not 
distinguishing  between  what  is  old,  and  what  new. 

The  verdiot  upon  these  issues  was  clearly  against  the  evidence ;  indeed, 
it'may  be  called  perverse,  for  the  evidence  was  all  one  way.  In  Car- 
penter t;.  Smith,  1  Webster's  Patent  Cases,  680,  640,  a  single  instance 
of  prior  user  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  destroy  the  patent.  [Maule,  J. 
To  sustain  the  verdict,  I  suppose  ?]  It  was  so.  In  the  Househill  Coal 
and  Iron  Company,  app.,  Neilson,  resp.,  1  Webster's  Patent  Cases,  673, 
709, — ^which  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session  in 
Scotland,  disallowing  a  bill  of  exceptions, — ^Lord  Ltvbhubst,  C,  says : 
^*  I  understand  the  position  of  the  *leamed  judge  to  be  this, — ^that,  p^^i^oA 
if  the  machine  had  been  made,  and  had  been  put  in  trial,  unless  *- 
those  trials  had  gone  on,  and  the  machines  had  been  used  up  to  the  time 
of  the  granting  of  the  letters  patent,  it  would  not  be  evidence  of  prior  use, 
so  as  to  invalidate  the  letters-patent.  Now,  I  am  obliged  to  say, — ^with  all 
deference  to  the  learned  judge,  and  with  all  respect  to  the  learned  judges 
of  the  Court  of  Session, — ^that  I  think  in  that  respect  they  are  mistaken ; 
and  that,  if  it  is  proved  distinctly  that  a  machine  of  the  same  kind  was 
in  existence,  and  was  in  public  use,  that  is,  if  use  or  if  trials  had  been 
made  of  it  in  the  eye  and  in  the  presence  of  the  public,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  it  should  come  down  to  the  time  when  the  patent  was  granted. 
If  it  was  discontinued,  still  that  is  sufficient  evidence  in  support  of  the 
prior  use,  so  as  to  invalidate  the  letters-patent."  The  only  novelty  here 
was  the  raising  the  hollow  spindle,  and  the  fixing  it  with  a  screw  and  nut, 
— ^the  hollow  spindle  itself  being  old,  but  not  appearing  to  have  been  fixed 
before.  Our.  adv.  vuU. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  was  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent.  The  declaration 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  inventor  of  certain  improvements  in 
machinery  for  covering  fibres,  applicable  in  the  manufacture  of  braid  and 
other  fabrics ;  that  Her  M^esty  had  granted  him  a  patent  for  his  inven- 
tion ;  and  that  the  defendant  infringed  it. 

The  defendant  pleaded  several  pleas :  first  non  concessit, — secondly,  a 
plea  that  need  not  be  considered, — ^thirdly,  after  setting  out  the  specifi- 
cation, which  recited  that  the  queen  had  granted  to  the  plaintiff  a  patent 
for  improvements  in  machinery  for  covering  ^fibres,  applicable  to  r^f*^^ 
the  manufacture  of  braid  and  other  fabrics,  communicated  to  him  "-  ^  ^ 
by  a  certain  foreigner  residing  abroad,  the  plea  averred,  that,  before  the 
granting  of  the  patent,  the  plaintiff,  representing  to  Her  Majesty,  that, 
int^onsequehce  of  a  communication  made  to  him  by  a  certain  foreigner 
residing  abroad,  he  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  an  invention  of 
improvements  in  machinery  for  covering  fibres,  applicable  in  the  manu- 
facture of  braids  and  other  fabrics ;  that  Her  Majesty,  believing  and  con- 
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',  fidihg  in^be  ^tnitli  of,  uid  aotiiig  iipon,  the  soggostion  8o  made  by  tile 

-  plaintiff  ais  a&rBBaid,  and  in  oonsideration  thereof,  granted  the  letteni- 
patent  in  the  declari^tion  mentioned^  and  tiiat  such  representation  was 

/false,  whereby  the  said  letter^-rpatent  were  and  are  null  and  void;  con- 
cluding with  a  yerifioation, — fourthly,  that  the  alleged  iuTention  was  not 

•  an  improvement, — ^fifthly,  that  it  waa  not  new, — ^sixthly,  that  it  was  not 

.  a  manufacture  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, — seventhly,  that  it  was 
of  no  use, — eightiily,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  by  his  specification  par- 

.  ticularly  describe  the  nature  of  his  invention,  and  in  what  manner  the 
same  was  to  be  performed, — ninthly,  that  no  sufiBcient  epe<»fication  was 

.  enrolled, — tentidy,  not  guilty. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  me,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after  Hilary 
term,  1847,  ithen  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  issues 

:  but  the  first  and  third ;  but  leave  was  reserved  to  him  to  move  to  enter 

^  a  verdiet  in  his  favour  on  those  issues ;  and  the  defendant  had  the  Uke 

'  leave  as  to  the  fifth,  eighth,  and  ninth  issues* 

The  plaintiff  produced  the  patent  in  evidence ;  and  gave  evidence  to 

:  show  that  a  machine  constructed  as  his  was,  had  never  been  in  use  before 
the  patent.  No  evidence  was  given  by  either  party  as  to  the  invention 
having  been  communicated  to  tiie  plaintiff  by  a  foreigner  residing  abroad. 

*7221  ^  ^^'^^K*'*  *^*  *^^  P^"*^  *^^^^  *^*^^  8^^®^  evidence  of  the 
-*  affirmative ;  and  directed  a  verdict  for  ike  defendant  on  the  first 

And  third  issues-^the  pbintiff  having  leave  to  move  to  enter  it  in  his 

favour. 

With  regard  to  the  fifth  issue,  vis.  that  the  alleged  invention  was  not  new, 
the  jury  found  that  a  hollow  spindle  used  in  the  plaintiff's  machinery 
was  not  new ;  but  that  using  it  fixed,  instead  of  revolving,  was  new: 
and  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  issues  except  the  first 
and'  third,  subject  to  a  motion,  as  before  stated,  if  the  court,  upon  read- 
ing the  specification,  should  think  that  it  claimed  the  hollow  spindle,  not 
only  when  fixed,  but  also  revolving,  or  that  it  did  not  sufficiently  distin- 
guish between  what  was  claimed  as  new,  and  what  was  disclaimed  as  old. 

The  Attamet/'O'eneralj  accordingly,  obtained  a  rule  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  pluntiff  on  the  first  and  third  issues ;  and  Mr.  M.  D.  SSI  ob- 
tained a  cross-rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  fifth, 
eighth,  and  ninth  issues :  he  also  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
of  parol  evidence  having  be^i  admitted  to  show  what  the  specification 
claimed  as  new,  but  my  notes  of  the  evidence  do  not  show  that  any  such 
evidence  had  been  received ;  and  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  was  against  evidence* 

Upon  the  question  raised  as  to  the  first  Issue,  the  court  is  of  opinion, 
that  there  are  strong  reasons  for  saying  that  the  plea  of  nan  e&nee89itAyi 
not  impose  on  the  plaintiff  the  burdien  of  giving  evidence  to  show  that 
tiie  crown  had  power  to  grant,  until  evidence  to  impeach  the  patent  had 
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been  given  on  the  other  ride ;  and  ako  that  the  ayerment  in  the  dedans 

ti6n  ''that  the  plaintiff  was  the  inventor  of  the  improvements  for  which, 
the  patent  was  granted/'  not  having  been  traversed,  the  defendant  was  ' 
not  at  liberty  at  the  trial  to  controvert  that  fact.     But,  without  deciding 
either  of  "^those  points,  it  appeared  to  ns  that  the  rule  for  enter-  r^ciroo 
ing  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  that  issue  must  be  made  absolute,  ^ 
there  being  evidence  at  the  trial, — viz.  that  no  such  machine  as  the 
plaintiff's  had  been  known  until  his  was  made, — that  the  plaintiff  was  the 
inventor. 

As  to  the  third  issue,  viz.  that  the  plaintiff  obtained  the  patent  by . 
means  of  a  false  representation  to  Her  Majesty, — the  court  is  of  opinion 
that  it  was  for  the  defendant  to  prove  the  affirmative,  and  that  the  record 
did  not  (as  was  contended  in  argument)  show  the  falsehood  of  his  repre- 
sentation,— a  party  having  received  information  from  abroad,  being  an 
inventor  within  the  meaning  of  the  atat.  21  Jac.  1,  e.  8,  s.  6.  Upoi^ 
this  issue,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered  : 
in  his  favour. 

With  respect  to  the  cross-rule, — upon  a  careful  examination  of  the 
specification,  we  think  that  it  does  sufficiently  distinguish  between  what 
is  claimed  as  new,  and  what  is  disclaimed  as  old  \  and  also  that  it  claims 
the  hollow  spindle,  not  generally,  but  fixed, — so  that  the  finding  of  the 
jury,  that  the  hollow  revolving  q[>indle  was  not  new,  does  not  negative 
the  novelty  of  that  which  the  plaintiff  claimed.  The  verdict,  therefore, 
itpon  those  issues,  will  remain  undisturbed,  the  court  not  finding  any 
sufficient  grounds  iox  saying  that  it  was  contrary  to  the  evidence  in  the 
cause.  Rule  aceordingly.(a) 

(a)  As  to  pleading  in  denial  of  the  op^mtion  of  instrnmeDts,  Me  8  N.  4k  H;  (0,  n.  (e) ;  4  If .  4 
U.  322.  n.  (b);  5  Mann,  k  R.  464;  1  flf.  A  G.  2«8w 


♦DOB  d.  HENBT  BU8TATIUS  STRICKLAND  v.  Sir  .^^^ 
GEORGE  STRICKLAND,  Bart.    Dte.%.  ^ 

The  testator  exeented  a  will  in  Torkshire,  in  1776,  be  then  having  four  rant.  A  fifth  son  being 
bora  in  1777,  the  testator,  in  177S,  exeewted  in  London  what  was  apparently  intended  to  be  a 
copy  of,  and  was  dated  on  the  same  day  as,  the  Torkshire  will,  and  at  tha  Mine  time  mode  a 
oedieil  in  duplicate, — the  ostensible  object  of  the  codicil  being,  to  make  provision  for  the  newly- 
born  son.  The  testator's  third  son  died  in  1795.  The  testator  died  in  1808,  leaving  the  other 
four  sons  him  snrriTing.  After  his  death,  the  Yorkshire  will,  with  one  oopy  of  the  oodiet^ 
were  found  in  an  open  portfolio  upon  his  library  table,  with  erasures  in  both,  the  effect  of 
which  would  be,  in  a  certain  event,  to  give  to  the  eldest  son  certain  estates  which  otherwise 
would  have  gone  to  the  younger  sons  in  succession.  The  London  will,  with  the  other  copy  of 
tiM  oedieU,  were  found,  without  alteration,  locked  up  in  a  drawer  in  the  same  table.  In  the 
portfolio  was  also  found  an  undated  and  unflnished  sketeh  of  a  will.  The  Torkshire  will,  and 
the  codicil  found  with  it,  were  proved  by  the  testator's  widow  and  exeeutriz.    After  the  death 
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of  all  Ui  brotherly  tbe  tMtator'i  fifth  son  brought  mi  ^MtmoDt  afminst  fhe  hob  ni  his  eldosi 

brother,  elaiming  under  the  limitations  oontained  in  the  unaltered  (or  London)  will  and  oodioSL 
At  the  ftriAly  the  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,— -Araty  whether  the  Iiondon  will  was  exeeated  by 
the  testator  as  a  separate  and  independent  wifl,  or  whether  the  Yorkshire  will  and  the  London 
willy  with  the  duplieate  oodieil  annexed  to  eaeh,  formed  one  will|  the  last  will  of  the  testator; 
telling  them,  that,  if  they  ie«re  •atiBJUd  that  aU  tie  doeume»t9  iogttker  farmHl  oat  %riU  in  two 
parft,  an  alteration  or  obliteration  in  one  part,  woe,  in  poitU  of  tatp,  aa  alteration  or  eaneeUatian 
of  the  eorreeponding  portion  of  the  other  part,  and  thcU  the  will,  so  altered,  heoatne  the  laei  will 
of  the  tottator,— secondly,  whether  the  alterations,  when  they  were  made  by  the  testator,  were 
intended  by  him  to  be  final,  and  to  stand  as  his  last  will,  or  were  merely  deliberatiTe^  and 
intended  to  exist  only  until  he  nuule  a  fhture  wilL  The  Jury  found  that  the  two  wills  and  the 
eodlcil  were  intended  to  form  one  wiU,  and  that  the  alterations  in  the  Yorkshire  will,  and  in 
the  codicil  found  with  it,  were  intended  to  be  final : — 
Held,  that  these  two  questions  were  properly  submitted  to  the  Juy,  and  that  the  dirsotion  of  the 

Judge  was  eorreet  in  point  of  law. 
Held,  also,  that  it  was  no  ground  for  a  new  trial,  that  the  Judge  left  to  the  Jury  as  a  question 
of  fact,  that  which  he  should  himself  hare  decided  as  a  matter  of  law,— nmless  the  objection 
was  presented  to  the  notice  of  the  judge  at  the  trial. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  whereby  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
sought  to  recover  certain  estates  in  the  county  of  York. 
*79^i       ^^"^^  declaration  contained  two  demises,  both  by  Henry  Eusta^ 
"^^  tins  Strickland,  the  one  laid  on  the  8d  of  December^  1889,  the 
other  the  8d  of  May,  1838. 

The  defendant,  who  was  let  in  to  defend  as  landlord,  pleaded  not 
guilty. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Aldersok,  B.,  at  the  last  York  spring 
assizes. 

The  facts  that  appeared  in  evidence  were  as  follows: — Sir  Greorge 

Strickland,  Bart.,  of  Boynton,  in  the  county  of  York,  the  father  of  the 

lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  grandfather  of  the  present  defendant,  on  the 

18th  of  July,  1776,  being  then  in  Yorkshire,  made  a  will,  which  was 

*  duly  executed  and  attested,  as  follows: — 

^'  In  the  name  of  Ood,  amen :  I,  Sir  George  Strickland,  of  Boynton, 
in  the  county  of  York,  Bart.,  do  make  this  my  last  will  and  testament, 
in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  I  give  to  my  wife  my  house  at  New- 
ton, with  the  farm  I  now  occupy  there,  for  her  life :  I  also  give  to  her 
my  house  at  Hildenley,  with  the  estate  here,  for  her  life :  I  also  give  to 
her  my  house  at  Awbum,  with  the  land  I  now  occupy  there  and  so  the 
farm  in  the  occupation  of  Thomas  Dobson,  for  her  life :  I  also  give  to 
her  all  the  stock  and  everything  that  shall  be  upon  any  of  the  above- 
mentioned  grounds  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  desiring  her  to  leave,  as 
near  as  conveniently  may  be,  the  stock  of  equal  value  upon  the  several 
grounds  above-mentioned,  or  money  equivalent  thereto,  to  those  who 
shall  succeed  her  therein :  I  also  leave  to  her,  after  the  payment  of  my 
debts  and  all  other  expenses  due  from  me,  all  the  money  which  I  shall 
leave  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  with  all  arrears  of  rent  due  to  me  at 
that  time,  and  all  other  money  due  to  me  at  that  time  from  any  other 
person,  together  with  all  my  Bank  bills,  and  all  other  bills,  and  all  money 
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owing  to  me  on  Goyeniment  or  any  security  whatever :  *Now,  my  |-3,si-qi» 
meaning  is,  that,  if  I  shonld  leave  any  money  upon  Government  "- 
or  any  other  security  whatever,  that  she  should  receive  the  interest  of  it 
for  her  life,  and  that  she  should  leave  it  to  such  of  my  younger  children 
as  she  thinks  proper,  or  else  that  it  should  be  divided  equally  among  all 
my  younger  children :  And  I  give  to  her  any  of  my  books  or  furniture 
that  shall  be  in  my  house  at  Boynton  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  that 
she  shall  chuse :  I  also  give  her  all  my  carriages,  horses,  and  stock  of 
sheep  and  other  things  that  shall  be,  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  upon 
any  ground  I  occupy  at  that  time  at  Boynton,  Gamaby,  or  elsewhere, 
with  all  my  tea,  table,  and  Sheffield  plate,  or  any  other  she  shall  chuse 
to  take.  My  estate  at  North  Bruton,  by  a  settlement  made  by  my 
father(a)  will  go  to  my  son  William:  and  my  estate  at  Boynton,  by 
my  marriage-settlement,  will  also  go  to  him.  I  further  give  him  the 
lease  I  have  at  Boynton,  from  Pocklington  School ;  also  the  land  late 
belonging  to  Sir  Griffith  or  Mr.  Boynton ;  and  also  the  land  and  appur- 
tenances I  bought  there;  and  also  my  estate  at  Gamaby:  Now,  my 
meaning  is,  to  give  him  the  above  lease  and  land  at  Boynton,  and 
estate  at  Gamaby,  provided  that  he  will  relinquish  to  the  purposes 
of  this  will,  to  be  hereafter  mentioned,  the  estates  at  Wintringham, 
East  Heslerton,  and  Knapton,  which  would  otherwise  devolve  to  him 
by  a  settlement  made  by  my  father:  but,  should  he  determine  to 
retain  those  estates,  then  I  leave  my  estate  at  Gamaby,  with  the 
before-mentioned  lease  and  land  at  Boynton,  to  my  son  George,  for 
his  life :  I  also  leave  to  him,  for  his  life,  my  estates  at  Newton  and 
Eirby:  I  also  leave  him  my  estates  at  Wintringham,  East  Heslerton  9 
'''and  Knapton,  for  his  life,  provided  my  son  William  will  take  my  |-^,-q7 
estate  at  Gamaby,  with  the  estates  above-mentioned  at  Boynton,  ^ 
instead  of  them ;  in  which  case,  I  would  have  the  proportion  of  the  jointure 
payable  to  my  wife  out  of  the  estate  at  Gamaby,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate 
at  Wintringham :  And,  should  my  son  William  retain  the  estate  at  Win- 
tringham, I  give  my  son  George,  for  his  life,  all  the  land  and  houses  and 
appurtenances  that  I  have  bought  there ;  I  also  empower  my  son  George  to 
settle,  out  of  the  estates  left  to  him,  8007.  a  year,  as  a  jointure,  upon  his  wifb, 
and  60007.  out  of  the  same  as  fortunes  for  his  children :  I  also  leave  to  him 
all  the  stock  and  everything  which  shall  be  upon  my  farm  at  Newton,  or 
belonging  thereto,  at  the  time  it  comes  into  his  possession.  That  part 
of.  my  estate  at  Newton  which  I  have  settled  upon  my  wife  for  her  life, 
I  mean  for  my  son  George  to  inherit  after  her  decease :  Now,  I  leave 
the  above-mentioned  estates  to  my  son  George,  subject  to  the  payment  of 
100/.  a  year  to  each  of  my  unmarried  daughters,  so  long  as  they  continue 
unmarried,  and  to  be  paid  to  them  half-yearly :  I  also  leave  my  estate  at 

*    (a)  In  ^  Mpy  of  fht  wffi  ezeMited  in  London  on  the  13tb  of  Mmj,  1778^  tbo  wordf  were,** 
*'  by  a  MiUtmont  made  by  mj/atktt^t  wH,  wfll  go/*  4o. 

VOL.  vm. — 57  2  p  2 
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Hildenlejy  after  the  decease  of  my  wife,  to  mj  son  Charles,  for  his  life ; 
and  my  estates  at  Birkwith,  Easton,  and  Suerby,  to  him  for  his  life,  with 
a  power  to  settle  out  of  the  above  estates  800Z.  a  year  upon  his  wife,  and 
5000Z.  oat  of  the  same  as  fortunes  for  his  children :  I  leave  the  above- 
mentioned  estates  to  my  son  Charles,  subject  to  the  payment  of  502.  a  year 
to  each  of  my  unmarried  daughters,  so  long  as  they  continue  unmarried, 
and  to  be  paid  to  them  half-yearly :  I  also  leave  my  estates  at  Fraisthorp, 
Willsthorp,  and  Auburn,  to  my  son  Walter,  for  his  life,  to  inherit  what 
is  left  to  my  wife  for  her  life,  after  her  decease,  with  a  power  to  settle  out 
of  the  above  estates  3002.  a  year,  as  a  jointure,  upon  his  wife,  and  5000Z, 
out  of  the  same,  as  fortunes  for  his  children ;  I  leave  the  above-mentioned 
*7281  *^^^^^^^  ^^  ™7  ^^^  Walter,  subject  to  the  payment  of  50/.  a  year  to 
each  of  my  unmarried  daughters,  so  long  as  they  continue  unmary 
ried,  and  to  be  paid  to  them  half-yearly.  Such  parts  of  my  estates  as  I 
have  left  to  my  wife  for  her  life,  I  mean  to  devolve  to  such  of  my  son^ 
as  I  have  afterwards  left  them  to.  I  give  to  my  younger  sons  a  poweip 
to  dig  up  or  cut  down  anything  upon  any  of  the  estates  I  have  left  them 
for  their  lives.  In  case  my  son  George  should  die  before  my  son  Charles. 
I  then  leave  all  the  estates  I  have  left  to  my  son  George,  to  my  son 
Charles,  for  his  life,  he  paying  to  my  son  Walter,  and  to  each  of  my 
unmarried  daughters,  so  long  as  they  continue  unmarried,  1007.  a  year  over 
and  above  the  annuities  before  mentioned.(a)  [Butj  if  my  son  Charles 
should  be  dead  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  my  son  George^  I  then  give  all 
the  estates  I  have  left  to  my  son  Q-eorge^  to  my  son  Walter y  for  his  Itfe^  he 
paying  the  same  annuities  as  my  son  Charles  would  have  done.  And^ 
tohichever  of  my  sons  Charles  or  Walter  should  die  firsts  Heave  the  estates 
I  have  given  to  either  to  the  survivor  of  them^  he  paying  50/.  a  year^ 
over  and  above  the  SOL  a  year  first  payable  out  of  the  estates^  to  each  of 
my  unmarried  daughters^  so  long  as  they  contintie  unmarried.  Andy  if 
both  my  sons  Charles  and  Walter  should  die  before  my  son  George^  I 
then  leave  the  estates  I  have  left  to  both  of  them^  to  my  son  Qeorge^ 
for  his  Ufcj  he  paying  out  of  each  of  them  an  annuity  of  100/.  to  each 
of  my  unmarried  daughters^  so  long  as  they  continue  unmarried  :'\ 
4-ftcr  his  death,  to  my  son  William  ;  with  a  power  to  leave  them  to  such 
of  his  sons  as  he  thinks  proper,  for  their  lives,  subject  to  the  same 
annuities  as  before.  But,  in  case  he  leaves  no  sons,  or  in  case  of 
♦TMl  *f*^''"'®  ^^  i^BKie  male  from  them,  then  to  the  heirs  male  of 
J  my  other  sons,  in  succession.  And,  provided  my  estates  which 
I  have  left  to  my  younger  sons  come  into  the  possession  of  my 
^eldest  son,  or  his  sons,  or  into  the  possession  of  any  of  my  j^ounger 
sons'  sons,  I  then  leave  a  further  annuity  of  100/.  a  year  to  each  of  my 
unmarried  daughters,  so  long  as  they  continue  unmarried,  over  and  above 

(a)  The  part  wiUiin  braokets  and  in  italics  waa  afterwards  erased  by  the  testator  from  the  wiB 
«zecated  in  Torkshire. 
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the  annuities  before  mentioned.  And,  in  case  any  of  my  younger  child- 
ren should  not  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  at  tie  time 
of  my  decease,  I  would  have  my  wife  receive  the  rents  and  annuities  left 
to  each  of  them,  for  their  education  and  benefit :  and  I  hereby  make  mj 
wife  the  sole  guardian  of  my  children.  And  whereas  I  have  left  all  the 
estates  1  have  given  to  my  younger  sons  for  their  lives,  after  their  de- 
cease, to  my  eldest  son  and  his  issue  male, — my  meaning  is,  that  he  or 
they  shall  enjoy  the  same  only  upon  condition  that  he  or  they  will  settle 
all  ray  estates  which  will  come  to  him  or  them  after  my  decease,  by  virtue 
of  any  will  or  settlement  heretofore  made,  in  case  of  failure  of  issue 
male  from  him  or  them,  upon  iny  other  sons  and  their  issue  male  in  suc- 
cession, and,  in  failure  of  them,  in  the  same  manner  as  I  settle  the  rest 
of  my  estates  in  failure  of  issue  male  from  me :  but,  in  case  of  his  or 
their  refusal  to  comply  with  the  above  settlement,  I  then  leave  all  the 
estates  I  have  left  to  my  younger  sons  for  their  lives,  to  them  and  their 
heirs  male  in  succession.  In  case  the  whole  of  my  estate  comes  into  the 
possession  of  my  son  William,  or  his  issue  male,  by  the  death  of  all  my 
younger  sons,  I  then  give  to  each  of  my  younger  sons'  children  1000?., 
to  be  paid  out  of  my  estates  which  I  give  to  my  younger  sons  for  their 
lives.  And,  in  case  all  my  estates  come  into  possession  of  any  of  my 
younger  sons,(a)  or  their  issue  male,  by  the  death  of  my  eldest  n^mn^ 
*son  without  issue  male,  I  then  also  give  1000?.  to  each  of  the  '■ 
children  of  my  other  younger  sons,  to  be  paid  in  like  manner.  But,  if 
^1  my  sons  die  without  issue  male,  I  then  leave  all  my  estates  to  my 
cousin  Walter  Strickland,  and  his  issue  male ;  and  then  to  my  cousin 
William  Strickland,  and  his  issue  male ;  they  and  each  of  them  paying 
fo  each  of  my  daughters  and  sons*  daughters  an  annuity  of  200?.  a  year,, 
over  and  above  the  annuities  payable  before :  and,  in  case  of  failure  of 
heirs  male  from  them,  to  my  heirs  female.  And  I  hereby  make  my  wife 
sole  executrix  of  this  my  will.  It  is  my  meaning,  and  I  do  hereby  em- 
power my  son  William,  or  any  other  of  my  sons,  when  he  or  they  shall 
be  in  possession  of  the  estates  hereby  devised  to  him  or  them,  in  case  of 
failure  of  issue  male  from  him,  whereby  they  may  become  possessed  of 
the  estates  settled  upon  him,  to  charge  the  same  with  any  annuity,  not 
exceeding  800?.  a  year,  upon  any  woman  he  or  they  may  hereafter  marry, 
and  as  a  jointure,  and  in  bar  of  dower,  to  be  payable  at  such  times  and 
in  such  manner  as  he  or  they  shall  think  fit,  with  all  the  necessary  and 
usual  powers  for  enforcing  the  payment  thereof;  and  also  with  any  sum 
or  sums  of  money,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  1000?.  in  the  whole,  toge- 
ther with  an  annuity  of  200?.  a  year,  upon  each  of  his  unmarried 
daughters,  so  long  as  they  continue  unmarried,  for  the  fortune  and  as  a 

(a)  In  the  copy  of  fhe  wiU  executed  in  London  in  May,  1778|  the  words  were  "  any  of  myi 
ycanger  Mm**  sons." 


730        IX>S  d.  BIKIOKLAND  v.  BIBIOKLAJSO).  M.  V.  1849. 


proyision  for  mj  dftoghter  or  duighters  he  or  they  may  happen  to  leave 
at  his  or  their  deaths,  and  to  be  payable  at  such  time  or  times^  and  in 
siuh  manner,  as  he  or  they,  by  will  or  otherwise,  shall  direct  and  appoint ; 
anything  herein  contained  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  In  witness 
"whereof,  I  have  to  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  contained  in  two 
^^^^  dieets  of  paper,  to  the  first  set  my  '^'hand,  and  to  this  my  hand 
^^"  and  seal,  this  18th  day  of  July,  1776. 

G.  SlBIGKLASTD.  (L.  B.) 

^^  Signed,  Maled,  published,  and  declared  by' 
the  said  testator  as  and  for  his  last  will  and 
testament,  in  the  presence  of  i^,  who,  in  his 
presence  and  at  his  request,  have  subscribed 
our  names  as  witnesses  hereunto. 

<«  Thomas  Phillipson, 

<<  Edward  Gill, 

"John  Taylor." 

At  the  time  of  executing  this  will,  the  testator  had  four  sons, — WH 
George,  Charles,  and  Walter.    Another  son,  Henry  Eustatius .  (the  les- 
sor of  the  plaintiff),  was  bom  in  August,  1777. 

On  the  15th  of  May,  1778,  the  testator,  for  the  ostensible  purpose  of 
making  a  provision  for  his  son  Henry  Eustatius,  being  then  in  London, 
made  a  codidl  to  his  will,  which  he  executed  in  duplicate^  and  at  the 
same  time  re-executed  a  copy  of  the  original  will,  dating  the  copy  as  of 
the  day  of  the  execution  of  the  original  will;  the  codicils  and  copy 
being  both  attested  by  the  same  witnesses. 

The  codicil  was  as  foUowd: — 

"  This  is  a  codicil,  to  be  annexed  to,  and  taken  as  part  of,  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  me,  Sir  George  Strickland,  of  Boynton,  in  the  county 
of  York,  Bart.,  dated  the  18th  day  of  July,  1776 :  Whereas,  my  young- 
est son,  Henry  Eustatius,  was  bom  since  the  date  of  my  said  will,  and  is 
therefore  unprovided  for  by  it :  And  whereas,  an  exchange  hath  taken 
place  of  part  of  my  entailed  estates  for  part  of  the  lordship  of  Camaby, 
which  exchange  is  confirmed  by  articles  or  settlement  made  on  the  mar- 
*7321  ^^^  ^^  ^^  eldest  son :  And  whereas  *there  is  a  parcel  of  land, 
-^  in  the  lordship  of  Carnaby,  situate  at  the  south  end  of  Camaby 
Field,  of  the  yearly  value  of  1202.,  excepted  out  of  the  said  exchange,  %nd 
which  I  have  power  to  dispose  of,  and  there  is  due  to  me  from  the  estate 
at  Camaby  the  sum  of  50002.,  which  by  the  above  articles  or  settlement 
is  charged  on  that  estate ;  and  I  am  also  entitled  to  an  annuity  of  192.  a 
year  issumg  out  of  an  estate  at  Camaby  belonging  to  Mr.  Buck :  Now, 
I  give  the  said  sum  of  50002.  to  my  said  son  Henry  Eustatius,  and  devise 
to  him  the  parcel  of  land  of  1202.  a  year,  and  the  said  annuity  of  192.  a 
year,  to  enjoy  the  said  land  and  annuity  during  his  life :  And  my  will 
ib,  that  the  said  land  and  annuity,  after  the  decease  of  my  said  son  Henry 
Eustatius,  and  subject  to  and  charged  with  such  jointure  for  a  wife  as 
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dttll  be  made  by  hun^  aoeording  to  the  power  hereinafter  given  him  in  that 
behalf,  shall  go  to  and  be  enjoyed  by  such  person  or  persons  as  shall  be 
then  entitled  to  my  estate  at  Fraisthorp,  and  for  such  estate  and  interest, 
and  with  such  powers,  remainders,  and  reversions  dependent  thereon, 
as  snob  person  or  persons  shall  be  entitled  to  the  Fraisthorp  estate : 
And  whereas  I  have  by  my  said  will  devised  certain  specific  estates 
to  my  younger  sons  George,  Charles,  and  Walter  respectively,  for 
their  respective  lives,  with  power  to  make  jointures  upon  their  respec- 
tive wives,  and  provision  for  their  respective  children,  and  otherwise 
charged  as  therein  mentioned;  and,  upon  the  decease  of  any  one  of 
ifkj  said  three  last-named  younger  sons,  I  have  devised  the  estates 
left  to  him  so  first  dying,  unto  one  or  other  of  the  survivors  of  them 
three,  with  such  further  benefit  of  survivorship  between  them,  and  with 
such  remainders  over,  and  charged  as  in  my  said  will  mentioned :  Now 
I  do  hereby  revoke  the  last-mentioned  disposition  [%n{a)  *ease  ^^mo^ 
my  Maid  $on  Benry  Uustatius  shall  he  then  Umng^  and  in  that  ■- 
ease  I  devise  the  tpeeijie  estates  above  disposed  to  him  so  first  dying ^ 
itfter  such  decease^  unto  my  said  youngest  son  Henry  HtutatiuSj  for 
his  lifsy  charged  in  like  manner^  and  ufith  such  power  of  making  a 
Jointure  for  a  wife^  as  in  my  said  will  mentioned  and  given  to  any  of 
my  said  other  younger  sons  respectively:"]  And,  after  the  decease  of  my 
said  son  Henry  Eostatius,  I  devise  the  last-mentioned  estates,  charged 
and  chargeable  as  aforesaid,  unto  such  person  or  persons,  in  such  manner, 
and  for  such  estate,  and  subject  to  such  powers,  charges,  and  out-pay- 
ments, and  with  such  remainders  and  reversions,  as  I  have  by  my  said 
will  declared  concerning  the  same  after  the  decease  of  the  younger  sons 
so  first  dying :  [Andj{a)  m  case  my  said  son  Henry  Eustatius  shaU  sur- 
vive all  my  other  younger  sonSy  my  wHl  m,  that  he  shall  succeed  to  the 
specific  estates  devised  to  them  respectively,  and  enjoy  the  same  during 
his  lifcy  charged  as  in  my  said  wiR,  and  with  such  remainders  over  and 
reversion  as  therein  mentioned :]  And,  least  any  mistake  should  arise  in 
regard  to  my  meaning  of  empowering  my  younger  sons  respectively  to 
make  jointures  for  their  wives,  and  provision  for  their  respective  child  or 
children,  I  do  hereby  expressly  charge  and  subject  the  respective  estates 
devised  to  my  said  younger  sons  respectively  for  life,  with  the  payment 
of  8002.  a  year,  clear  of  all  taxes  and  deductions,  to  the  wife, 'or  respec- 
tive wives,  of  such  younger  son  and  younger  sons  respectively,  and  with 
the  sum  of  50002.  for  the  portion  or  portions  of  the  child  or  children  of 
my  said  younger  sons,  Greorge,  Charles,  and  Walter  Strickland,  respec- 
tively, but  not  with  any  portion  for  the  child  or  children  of  my  said  son 
Henry  Eustatius,  who  has  50002.  given  him  as  aforesaid, — such  children 
of  my  sons  George,  Charles,  and  Walter  Strickland,  if  there  shall  ^^.^ . 
be  more  than  one  of  any  of  them  my  said  last-named  '^'sons,  ■- 

(a)  Tbete  words  within  braekett  and  in  itelies  were  afterwardf  etaied  by  the  testator  from  one 
eopj  of  the  codieiL 
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shall  share  the  said  sum  of  5000Z.  equally  betweeh  theih:  and  m  nil 
other  respects  I  confirm  my  said  will.     In  witness,  &c. 

G.  STRtCKLAND.   [t.  S.] 

"  Signed,  sealed,  published,  and  declared 
by  the  said  Sir  George  Strickland,  the  tes- 
tator, as  and  for  a  codicil  to  his  will,  in  the 
presence  of  us,  who  have  subscribed  our 
names,  as  witnesses  thereto,  in  his  pre- 
sence, and  at  his  request. 

"  JoNA  Prick,  Salters'  Hall,  London. 

"W.Davids,  1^   ,         *r    t*..     „ 

The  testator,  Sir  George  Strickland,  died  at  Boynton  on  the  13th  of 
January,  1808,  leaving  four  daughters,  and  four  sons, — William  (who 
then  became  Sir  William),  the  father  of  the  now  defendant,  George,  who 
died  in  June,  1832 ;  Walter,  who  died  in  October,  1839,  and  Henry 
Eustatius,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifif:  the  testator's  third  son^  Charles, 
having  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  in  1795. 

On  the  testator's  death,  the  will  which  he  had  originally  executed  in 
Yorkshire,  together  with  one  copy  of  the  codicil,  were  found  in  an  open 
portfolio  upon  his  library  table, — the  parts  above  set  out  in  italic  and  with- 
in brackets  being  obliterated  by  drawing  a  pen  through  them,  leaving  the 
writing  still  legible.  In  the  same  portfolio  was  found  what  appeared  to 
be  an  unfinished  testamentary  paper,  undated,  and  bearing  upon  the  face 
of  it  indications  that  the  mind  of  the  writer  was  still  in  deliberation 
upon  it. 

Locked  up  in  a  drawer  in  the  same  table,  and  as  originally  written, 
♦Tft*;!  ^^^  without  any  alteration,  was  *found  the  other  copy  of  the 
-^  codicil,  and  also  the  copy  of  the  will  which  the  testator  executed 
in  London. 

The  altered  will  and  codicil  found  in  the  portfolio  were  proved  by  Lady 
Strickland,  as  the  last  will  and  testament  of  her  deceased  husband, — at 
York,  in  December,  1808,  and  in  the  diocese  of  Canterbury,  in  January, 
1809. 

The  testator's  sons  George  and  Walter,  upon  his  death,  entered  upon 
the  estates  respectively  devised  to  them.  Upon  the  death  of  George,  on 
the  5th  of  June,  1832,  the  late  Sir  William  Strickland  took  possession 
of  his  estates,  in  opposition  to  his  brother  Walter,  who  declined  to  con- 
test the  matter  with  him. 

Sir  William  Strickland  died  on  the  18th  of  January,  1834. 

In  November,  1839,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifif, — into  whose  possession 
the  unaltered  copy  of  Sir  George  Strickland's  will  and  codicil  had  come, 
in  his  character  of  executor  under  the  will  of  his  mother, — commenced 
proceedings  in  equity  against  the  defendant,  Sir  William's  eldest  son. 
The  lord  chancellor  having,  upon  appeal,  in  1848,  decided  that  the 
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remedy  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  bj  an  action  at  laW)  he,  in  April 
in  that  jear,  formally  demanded  possession  of  the  estates,  and,  upon  the 
defendant's  refusal,  brought  this  ejectment. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended,  that,  from  the  circum- 
stance of  the  London  will  being  found,  with  a  codicil,  unobliterated,  and 
carefully  kept,  both  wills  and  codicils  being  under  the  testator's  imme- 
diate personal  control, — ^the  partial  obliteration  of  one,  had  not,  in  law^ 
the  effect  of  a  revocation. 

The  learned  baron  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say, — first,  whether  the  London 
will  was  executed  by  the  testator  as  a  separate  and  independent  will,  or 
whether  the  Yorkshire  will  and  the  London  will,  with  the  duplicate 
'^'codicil  annexed  to  each,  formed  one  will,  the  last  will  of  the  tes-  p4,r^g/> 
tator ;  telling  them,  that,  if  they  were  satisfied  that  all  the  docu-  ^ 
ments  together  formed  one  will  in  two  parts,  an  alteration  or  obliteration 
in  one  part,  was,  in  point  of  law,  an  alteration  or  cancellation  of  the  cor- 
responding portion  of  the  other  part,  and  that  the  'v^U,  so  altered,  became 
the  last  will  of  the  testator, — secondly,  whether  the  alteri^tions,  when  they 
were  made  by  the  testator,  w^re  intended  by  him  to  be  final,  and  to  stand 
as  his  la«t  will,  or  were  merely  deIiberatiYe,.apd  intended  to  exist  only 
until  he  made  a  future  will* 

The  jury  found  that  the  two  wills  and  the  codicil  were  intended  to 
form  one  will,  and  th^(  thje  alterations  in.  the  Yorkshire  will,  and  in  the 
codicil  found  with  it,  were  in.tenAQd..to  be  final.  A  verdict  was  there- 
upon entered  for  the  defendant. 

KnowleSf  in  the  following  East<)r  term,,  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  It  was  properly  a  question  for  the 
jury,  whether  the  alteration  of  the  one  paper  was  an  alteration  of  the 
other :  at  mo^t,  it  w:as  a  question  of  inference  and  presumption.  To  tell 
the  jury  that  the  alteration  of  one  was  necessarily  an  alteration  of  the 
other,  was  clearly  laying  down  the  prpposition  too  broadly,  and  in  a 
manner  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury,  and  to  destroy  the  materiality  of 
that  which  had  been  mainly  relied  on  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  at  the 
trial,  viz.,  that,  both  documents  were  in  the  custody  and  under  the 
control  of  the  testator  at  the  time  he  made  the  alteration.  The  ques- 
tion of  intention  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury.  In  Williams 
on  Executors,  4th  edit.  p.  126,  it  is  said:  ^^If  a  will  be  executed 
in  duplicate,  and  the  testiitor  keeps  one  part  himself,  and  deposits  the 
'''other  with  some  other  person,  and  the  testator  mutilates  or  r^tiroY 
destroys  the  part  in  bis  own  custody,  it  is  a  revocation  of  both.(a) 
The  presumption  of  law,  in  such  case,  liable  of  course  to  be  rebutted  by 
evidence,  is,  that  the  destruction  or  mutUation  of  the  one  duplicate  was 

(a)  Referring  to  Sir  Edwud  Seymour's  OMe,  cited  Com.  Rep.  453, 1  P.  Wms.  346,  2  Vera. 
742;  Omoni  v.  Tyer,  1  P.  Wms.  846;  Burihensliaw  «.  Oilbert,  Cowp.  49;  Boogbey  v.  Moreton, 
2  Cm.  temp.  Lee^  632,  3  Hagg.  191:  Riekardi  o.  Mumford,  2  PhUUm.  23;  Golrin  v.  Fnuer, 
2  Hsgg.  266. 
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done  animo  revocandt  as  to  both.  And,  in  Pemberton  v.  Pemberton,  18 
Yes.  810,  Lord  Erbkinb,  0.,  laid  down  that  the  same  presumption  holds, 
though  in  a  much  weaker  degree,  where  both  the  instruments  are  in  the' 
testator's  possession :  and,  further,  that,  in  a  third  case,  where  the  tes- 
tator, having  both  duplicates  in  his  possession,  alters  one,  and  then 
destroys  that  which  he  has  altered,  there  also  the  same  presumption  holds, 
though  weaker  still*  But,  in  Roberts  v.  Round,  8  Hagg.  548,  the  tes- 
tatrix executed  her  will  in  duplicate  in  the  jear  1814 :  the  will  was  kept 
by  her,  and  the  duplicate,  immediately  after  execution,  was  left  with  her 
solicitor,  who  retained  possession  of  it  till  the  year  1827,  when  he  deli- 
Tcred  it  to  her,  at  her  request :  on  her  decease,  in  the  year  1880,  the  will 
and  duplicate  were  found  in  her  portfolio,  which  was  on  her  bed  at  the 
time  of  her  death :  the  will  was  enclosed  in  an  envelope,  endorsed  in  her 
handwriting,  '  My  will,  dated  the  11th  of  April,  1814,'  and  with  the 
word  ^  mine'  written  by  her  in  pencil  on  the  outer  sheet  of  the  will :  the 
duplicate  had  been  mutilated,  by  cutting  out  the  names  of  several  of  the 
devisees :  and  Sir  John  Nicholl  held  that  such  mutilation  was  neither  a 
total  nor  a  partial  revocation.  The  learned  judge,  in  pronouncing  his 
judgment,  made  the  following  observations :  '  What,  upon  the  face  of 
*7381  *^^^  instrument,  are  the  sound  legal  construction  and  presump- 
''  tions?  Suppose  that  the  mutilated  instrument  alone  had  been 
found,  and  that  no  duplicate  had  ever  existed.  This  mutilation  of  the 
first  sheet,  leaving  the  signature  untouched,  would  not  be  a  total  revoca- 
tion ;  it  would  be  a  revocation  of  those  particular  devises  only ;  but,  there 
being  two  papers,  both  in  the  deceased's  possession,  the  presumption  of 
law  would  bey  that,  hy  the  preeervation  of  one  duplicate  entire^  ehe  did 
not  intend  a  revocation  of  these  particular  deviseSy  otherwise  she  would 
have  mutilated  both  duplicates.  The  construction,  then,  to  be  put  upon 
this  act  of  mutilation  (for,  it  clearly  appears  to  have  been  her  own  act), 
is,  that,  at  most,  it  was  a  preparation  for  a  projected  alteration,  to  which 
she  had  not  finally  made  up  her  mind,  or  which  she  had  abandoned ;  and 
therefore  she  preserved  entire  the  duplicate,  which  she  had  always 
retained  in  her  own  possession,  and  on  which  she  had  written  the  word 
^fnine.*"  [Wilbk,  C.  J.  The  judge  there  decides  upon  the  fact,  as 
well  as  the  law.]  A  distinction  has  always  been  drawn  as  to  whether 
the  duplicate  is  or  is  not  in  the  custody  or  power  of  the  testator  at  the 
time.  In  Goodright  d.  Glazier  v.  Glazier,  4  Burr.  2516,  Lord  Mans- 
field mentioned  a  case  at  the  delegates,  of  Mason  v»  Limbrey,  where 
*Hhe  testator,  Samuel  Mason,  made  his  will  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate,  and  properly  executed  two  duplicates  of  it,  one  of  which  dupli- 
cates he  kept  in  his  own  hands,  the  other  he  delivered  to  Mr.  Limbrey. 
A  little  before  his  death,  he  greatly  altered  and  obliterated  his  own 
duplicate,  and  began  to  write  over  a  new  will,  but  never  finished  it,  nor 
did  he  ever  apply  to  Limbrey  to  get  back  his  duplicate.  Sentence  was 
giyen  for  the  duplicate  of  the  first  will,  remaining  in  Mr.  Limbrey's 
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*hand8 ;  for,  the  imperfect  sketch  of  the  unfinished  second  will  r^j^ 
was  no  roYOcation  of  the  first"  [Y.  Williams,  J,  That  case  '- 
is.  reported  at  length  by  Gomyns,  by  the  name  of  Limbery  v^  Mason  and 
Hyde,  Com.  Rep.  451.]  Then,  it  was  for  the  judge,  and  not  for  the 
jury,  to  say  whether  or  not  the  two  were  duplicates.  [Wildb,  C.  J. 
Two  instruments  cannot  well  be  duplicates,  if  the  on6  has  an  efiect  very 
difierent  from  the  other.]     Certainly  not. 

A  rule  nisi  haying  been  granted, 

S.  Martin  (with  whom  was  Cowling)  now  showed  cause.  There  was 
no  misdirection.  The  facts  are  simple*  In  1776,  Sir  Qeorge  Strickland, 
having  then  four  sons,  made  a  will  in  Yorkshire.  Afterwards,  a  fifth  son 
being  bom  to  him,  Sir  George,  in  1778,  executed  a  copy  of  the  will  of 
1776  in  London,  and  also  a  codicil  in  duplicate,  making  a  provision  for 
his  newly-born  son.  There  is  no  further  evidence  given  of  any  act  done 
by  Sir  George  with  regard  to  these  documents.  At  his  death,  the  York- 
shire will  and  one  copy  of  the  codicil  were  found  together  in  a  portfolio 
upon  a  table  in  the  library  at  Boynton  House,  with  a  portion  of  each 
obliterated, — ^the  efiect  of  the  alterations  being,  to  deprive  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff"  of  certain  interests  which  he  might  have  had  in  remainder 
expectant  on  the  deaths  of  his  brothers.  Acting  upon  thQ  opinion  of 
Chief  Baron  Richards,  then  at  the  bar,  that  the  altered  will  and  codicil 
alone  constituted  the  last  will  and  testament  of  her  deceased  husband, 
Lady  Strickland,  as  his  executrix,  proved  them.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, the  questions  of  fact,  it  is  submitted,  were  properly  left  to  the 
jury,  and  the  ruling  of  the  learned  judge  in  point  of  law  was  correct. 
It  is  ^difficult  to  see  what  other  question  could  have  been  sub-  r^ir^A 
mitted  to  them.  [Maule,  J.  The  second  or  London  will,  it  will  be 
said,  might  pass  property  acquired  between  the  day  of  its  date  and  its 
execution.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  of  a  will  being  dated  at  one  time 
and  executed  at  another.  Y.  Williams,  J.  The  codicil  makes  the  York- 
shire will  speak  as  of  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the  London  will. 
Maule,  J.  The  testator  clearly  intended  to  make  one  will  and  duplicate 
codicils.]  The  authorities  as  to  the  effect  of  an  alteration,  as  a  revoca- 
tion of  a  will,  are  all  considered  in  1  Williams  on  Executors,  120  et  seq. : 
the  result  is,  that,  to  constitute  a  revocation,  the  act  must  be  done  animo 
revocandi.  Here,  the  jury  have  found,  and  upon  evidence  which  clearly 
justifies  their  finding,  that  the  alterations  were  intended  by  the  testator 
to  be  final.     There  is  no  pretence  for  disturbing  the  verdict. 

Knowlei  and  Hugh  HiU  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  London  will 
was  an  entirely  new  will,  independently  of  any  intention  on  the  part 
of  the  testator.  It  would  necessarily  have  a  much  larger  operation 
than  the  Yorkshire  will;  and  the  attesting  witnesses  being  different, 
it  would  require  difierent  proof.  The  learned  judge  left  it  to  the 
jury,  to  say  whether  the  second  will  and  codicil  were  a  duplicate  of 
the  Yorkshire  will  and  codicil.     [Crssswell,  J.    No.    Whether  the 

VOL.  viii. — 58  •       2Q 


740         DOE  d.  STRICKLAND  v.  STRICKLAND.   M.  V.  1849. 


London  will  was  a  separate  and  independent  will ;  or  whether  the  York- 
shire will  and  the  London  will  formed  one  will  in  two  parts.]  That  is 
substantially  the  same  thing.  Either  way,  it  was  clearly  a  misdirection. 
The  learned  judge  should  have  himself  decided,  that,  in  point  of  law, 
the  London  will  was  not  part  of  the  will  executed  in  1776.  [Maule, 
J.  That  the  will  of  1776  formed  no  part  of  the  will  of  the  testator.] 
By  leaving  the  question  to  the  jury  in  the  way  he  did,  the  lessor  of  the 
*nA-[-i  *plaintiff  was  deprived  of  the  opportunity  of  tendering  a  bill  of 

''  exceptions.  A  man  can  have  but  one  last  will ;  though  that  may 
be  evidenced  by  several  documents ;  and  these  need  not  all  bear  the  same 
date,  for  a  man  may  at  different  times  dispose  of  different  portions  of  his 
property.  But,  if  there  be  different  documents  relating  to  the  same  pro- 
perty, which  are  inconsistent  in  their  terms,  they  cannot  together  con- 
stitute the  last  will ;  the  last  executed  would,  in  that  case,  alone  express 
the  last  intention  of  the  testator.  In  Jarman  on  Wills,  vol.  i.  p.  158,  it 
is  said:  ^^ Where  a  testator  at  different  periods  of  his  life  has  made  vari- 
ous testamentary  papers,  some  of  which  he  destroys,  and  others  he  leaves 
undestroyed,  each  purporting  to  contain  his  last  will,  this  character 
belongs  exclusively  to  such  one  of  the  uncancelled  papers  as  was  executed 
most  proximately  to  his  decease  ;(a)  and,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  respective  papers,  recourse  may  be  had  to  evi- 
dence, derived  either  from  their  own  contents,  or  from  extrinsic  sources. 
If,  from  the  absence  of  date  and  of  every  other  kind  of  evidence,  it  is 
impossible  to  ascertain  the  relative  chronological  position  of  two  con- 
flicting wills,  both  are  necessarily  held  to  be  void,  and  the  heir,  as  to  the 
realty,  and  the  next  of  kin,  as  to  the  personalty,  are  let  in :  but  this 
unsatisfactory  expedient  is  never  resorted  to,  until  all  attempts  to  educe 
from  the  several  papers  a  scheme  of  disposition  consistent  with  both, 
have  been  tried  in  vain.(&)  And,  even  where  the  times  of  the  actual 
execution  of  the  respective  papers  are  known,  so  that,  if  they  are  incon- 
^Y io-i  sistent,  there  can  be  no  difficulty  in  '^determining  which  is  to  be 

■'  preferred,  the  courts  will,  if  possible,  adopt  such  a  constructior. 
as  will  give  effect  to  both,  sacrificing  the  earlier  so  far  only  as  it  is  clearly 
irreconcileable  with  the  latter  paper;  supposing,  of  course,  tliat  such 
latter  paper  contains  no  express  clause  of  revocation.  As,  where  a  tes- 
tator made  a  will  devising  his  lands  to  trustees,  for  200  years,  to  pay  his 
debts,  and  afterwards,  by  another  will,  devised  the  same  lands  to  the 
same  trustees  for  800  years,  to  discharge  some  particular  specialty  debts 
mentioned  in  a  deed  executed  after  the  first  will,  and  all  encumbrances 
affecting  the  property, — ^Lord  Talbot  held  that  the  first  term  of  200 
years  was  not  revoked,  as  the  two  terms  were  not  inconsistent,  the  tes- 
tator's intention  in  creating  the  term  of  800  years  being  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  priority  in  payment  to  the  specialty  debts,  and  the 

(a)  Citing  Ooodright  d.  Glasier  «.  Glasier,  4  Barr.  2512 ;  Harwood  v.  Goodright,  Cowp.  92. 
lb)  Citing  PliippB  V,  Th€  Earl  of  Anglesea,  7  Bro.  P.  C,  Toml.  ed.,  44;). 
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charges  affecting  the  e8tate.(a)  The  inclination  to  such  a  constrttction 
as  would  preserve,  either  wholly  or  in  part,  the  contents  of  the  prior 
document,  however,  exists  only  either  when  the  subsequent  document  is 
inadequate  to  the  disposition  of  the  entire  property,  so  that  the  conse- 
quence of  rejecting  the  prior  document  would  be,  to  produce  partial 
intestacy,  or  else  where  the  posterior  paper  is  styled  a  codicil ;  for,  the 
office  of  a  codicil  being,  to  vary  or  add  to,  and  not  wholly  supplant,  a 
I'revious  will,  such  a  designation  of  the  instrument  seems  to  demand  that 
bomc  part,  at  least,  of  the  will,  whose  existence  it  supposes  and  recog- 
nises, should,  if  possible,  be  sustained."  The  two  instruments  are  not 
duplicates  of  the  same  will,  if  there  is  any  variation  or  difference  betweea 
them :  and  parol  evidence  clearly  is  not  admissible  to  explain  a  variance. 
If  th^se  two  papers  be  held  to  form  together  one  will,  it  can  only  be  upon 
the  ground  that  the  dispositions  in  the  later  one  '''are  cumulative.  rni*rAo 
[Ck£:sswell,  J.  Suppose  two  copies  of  a  will  made  and  executed 
at  the  same  time,  and  a  word  is  accidentally  omitted  from  one  in  the 
copying,  and  the  testator  afterwards,  animo  cancellandiy  destroys  one, — 
would  that  be  a  cancellation  of  both  ?]  It  would  not,  if  the  omission 
constituted  a  material  variance ;  for,  in  that  case,  they  would  not  be 
duplicates. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  irule, — which  was  obtained  upon 
the  ground  of  misdirection, — should  be  discharged.  The  objection  to 
tliu  direction  of  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury,  was,  that  he  left  to  them 
that  which  he  ought  himself  to  have  decided  as  a  matter  of  law.  There 
is  also  a  suggestion  that  the  way  in  which  the  questions  were  put  to  the 
jury,  was  calculated  to  embarrass  and  mislead  them.  But  this  does  not 
amount  to  an  objection  upon  which  a  new  trial  can  be  granted.  It  would 
be  extremely  mischievous,  if  a  verdict  could  be  set  aside,  because  the 
court  may  think  that  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial  has  laid  too 
much  or  too  little  stress  upon  this  or  that  part  of  the  case,  or  has,  in 
some  way,  dealt  differently  with  the  facts  from  what  they  themselves 
would  have  done  had  the  cause  been  tried  befpre  one  of  them.  If  it 
were  so,  the  number  of  new  trials, — ^which  are  a  reproach  to  the  law, — 
would  be  greatly  increased.  There  can  hardly  be  a  greater  evil  in  the 
administration  of  justice,  than  the  expense  and  delay  to  which  suitors 
are  occasionally  exposed  from  the  necessity  of  setting  right  those  errors 
which  sometimes  unavoidably  occur  on  the  trial  of  a  cause.  I  may  as 
well,  before  I  proceed  to  consider  the  main  question,  clear  away  another 
point  which  was  made  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  viz.  that,  supposing 
there  was  a  question  of  law  which  was  left  to  the  jury  as  a  question  of 
fact,  even  assuming  the  jury  to  have  come  to  what  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  *was  the  right  conclusion,  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial,  r^n^j^ 
because  the  party  against  whom  the  decision  was  given,  had,  by  '- 
the  course  taken,  lost  the  opportunity  of  tendering  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

(a)  Weld  r.  Acton,  2  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  777|  pL  26. 
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There  is  no  foundation  for  that  aesnmption.  It  is  not  tme  ihat  the  party 
has  lost  his  opportunity  of  tendering  a  bill  of  exceptions,  by  the  course 
the  judge  took  in  his  summing  up.  His  counsel  might  haye  interposed, 
and  called  the  attention  of  the  judge  to  the  fact  that  he  was  leaving  to 
the  jury  a  question  of  law,  and  might  then,  if  necessary,  have  tendered 
a  bill  of  exceptions.  By  not  having  so  interposed,  however,  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  has  not  lost  more  than  a  party  loses  in  all  cases,  where 
he  omits  to  take  an  objection  at  the  proper  time.  The  party  has  always 
his  election  between  a  bill  of  exceptions  and  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
Here,  he  has  elected  to  move  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdi- 
rection :  we  have  now  to  decide,  therefore,  whether  the  learned  judge 
left  the  proper  questions  to  the  jury,  and  whether  he  correctly  instructed 
them  in  point  of  law. 

The  first  question  left  to  the  jury  was,  whether  what  was  called  the 
London  will,  was  executed  by  the  testator  as  a  separate  and  independent 
will,  or  whether  the  Yorkshire  will  and  the  London  will,  with  the  dupli- 
cate codicil  annexed  to  each,  formed  one  will.  If  these  documents  could 
form  one  will  in  two  parts,  and  that  question  was  raised  by  the  evidence, 
undoubtedly  it  was  a  material  question  in  the  cause,  and  one  which  was 
proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  It  is  a  question  which  can  only  be 
decided  by  a  consideration  of  a  great  many  circumstances.  It  is  one 
which  frequently  arises  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts ;  and  there  it  is  uni- 
formly treated  as  a  question  of  fact.  It  is  suggested  by  Mr.  ffiU^  that, 
there  being  a  variance  between  the  London  and  the  Yorkshire  will,  though 
^p^Af-n  with  reference  to  matters  not  in  question  here,  they  canpot  be 
-'  "^considered  strictly  as  duplicates.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the 
learned  judge  carefnlly  avoids  the  use  of  the  word  ^^  duplicate,"  with 
regard  to  the  wills.  The  codicils,  however,  are  strictly  duplicates :  the 
wills  are  not,  if  the  discrepancies  pointed  otit  prevent  them  from  being 
so  considered.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  quite  unnecessary  to  say  whether 
they  are  or  are  not  duplicates,  properly  so  called :  the  case  does  not 
require  it.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  there  may  not  be  one  will, 
consisting  of  two  separate  and  distinct  papers,  which  are  contempora- 
neously executed,  and  intended  each  to  be  the  same  will.  Here  was  a 
simultaneous  execution  of  the  two  codicils  and  of  a  copy  of  the  will. 
That  is  clear.  The  testator  has  evinced  an  intention  that  the  whole 
should,  if  possible,  together  operate  and  enure  as  his  last  will :  and  there 
is  nothing,  that  I  am  aware  of,  against  reason  and  law  in  a  testator's 
entertaining  such  an  intention.  I  think  the  question  was  one  which  was 
very  fit  to  be  left  to  the  jury. 

Then  comes  the  next  question.  The  learned  judge  told  the  jury, 
that,  if  the  Yorkshire  will  and  the  London  will,  with  the  codicils  respect- 
ively annexed  to  each,  were  int^ided  by  the  testator  to  operate  together 
as  his  last  will,  the  effect  of  an  alteration  or  obliteration  in  one,  was,  to 
alter  or  obliterate  the  other  ;  and  that  the  altered  part  became  the  last 


8  MANNINO,  ORANOfiB,  k  8G0TT.  746 


will  of  the  testator.  There  is  no  qaestion  here  as  to  a  revocatioB  or 
cancellation  of  the  whole  instrument,  bat  only  as  to  certain  alterations 
made  in  the  one  docnment,  and  in  those  parts  which  are  in  duplicate  and 
unaltered  in  the  other.  Now,  inasmuch  as  with  respect  to  that  property, 
the  two  documents  were  intended  to  operate  simultaneously,  and  together 
to  form  the  last  will  (assuming  the  first  question  to  have  been  rightly 
left  and  rightly  decided),  then  the  partial  cancellation  of  the  one  was, 
in  principle  and  upon  authority,  a  cancellation  of  the  corresponding 
^portion  of  the  other.  Each  part  fully  and  entirely  expresses  p^,^j^/» 
the  will  and  intention  of  the  testator.  Having  subsequently  '- 
expressed  a  difierent  intention  by  the  partial  obliteration  of  oud,  the 
alteration  so  made  must  be  talcen  to  express  the  testator's  last  will.  I 
therefore  think  the  proposition  of  law  so  laid  down  by  the  learned  judge, 
was  correctly  laid  down.  This  direction  of  the  learned  judge  is  objected 
to,  as  being  likely  to  withdraw  the  attention  of  the  jury  from  circum- 
stances upon  which  the  counsel  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  mainly 
placed  reliance,  viz.,  the  fact  that  one  of  the  wills  only  was  altered,  when 
both  were  equally  accessible  to  the  testator,  and  that  the  unaltered  will 
seemed  to  have  been  kept  with  the  greater  care.  These,  undoubtedly, 
were  circumstances  very  fit  to  be  taken  by  the  jury  into  their  most 
serious  deliberation,  in  coming  to  a  conclusion  as  to  the  intention  with 
which  the  alterations  were  made.  If  the  unaltered  part  had  been 
found  in  London,  instead  of  at  Boynton,  that  unquestionably  would  have 
strengthened  the  presumption  of  intention  to  alter  both  pigrts.  All  that 
can  be  said^  however,  is,  that  these  were  matters  very  fit  to  be  observed 
upon ;  and  the  jury  must  be  taken  to  have  fully  considered  them. 

The  remainiug  question  which  was  left  to  the  jury,  was,  whether  the 
alterations,  when  they  were  made  by  the  testator,  were  intended  by  him 
to  be  final,  and  to  stand  as  his  last  will,  or  were  merely  deliberative,  and 
intended  to  exist  only  until  he  made  a  future  will.  That  was  leaving  to 
the  jury  a  question  of  the  intention  of  the  testator,  which  was  a  question 
of  fact,  and  one  which  was  undoubtedly  a  proper  one  for  them.  The 
jury  found  that  the  alteration  was  intended  to  be  final.  As  to  that 
mode  of  leaving  the  question,  I  do  not  know  that  any  very  serious 
objection  has  been  urged :  but  it  seems  rather  to  have  been  suggested 
that  the  previous  ruling  of  the  learned  judge  as  to  the  legal  ^effect  p^^  1 1^ 
of  the  alteration  of  the  Yorkshire  will,  had  a  tendency  to  divert  '- 
the  minds  of  the  jury  from  the  surrounding  circumstances  upon  which 
their  judgment  was  to  be  formed.  That  objection  I  have  already 
disposed  of. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge 
was  correct  in  point  of  law,  and  that  the  jury  properly  decided  the  ques- 
tions submitted  to  them,  and  therefore  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Crbsswell,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  My  brother  Mauls  has 
gone  so  fully  into  the  case,  that  but  little  remains  for  me  to  add.    As  to 
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Ihe  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's  being  deprived  of  the  opportunity  of  tender- 
ing a  bill  of  exceptions,  by  the  circumstance  of  the  judge  leaving  to  the 
jury  that  which  was  a  matter  of  law  forliis  own  consideration, — I  remem- 
ber to  have  heard  Lord  Tentsbden  decide  over  apd  over  again,  that  that 
was  no  ground  for  a  new  trial,  where  the  jury  had  found  as  the  judge 
ought  to  have  directed  them  to  find.  If  the  counsel  had  made  his  excep- 
tion at  the  proper  time,  the  judge  would  probably  have  said,  *^  Then,  I 
will  decide  it  myself/'  And,  though  we  canuot  tell  how  a  jury  would 
decide  upon  a  question  of  fact,  we  will  assume  that  a  judge,  when  called 
upon  to  decide  a  question  of  law,  will  decide  it  correctly ;  for,  that  is  the 
ground  upon  which  it  is  held  that  many  defects  are  cured  by  a  verdiet. 

As  to  the  other  nu^tters, — ^the  first  question  which  was  left  to  the  jury, 
was,  whether  the  London  will  was  executed  by  the  testator  as  a  separate 
and  independent  will,  or  whether  the  Yorkshire  will  and  the  London  will, 
with  the  duplicate  codicil  annexed  to  each,  formed  together  the  testator's 
will.  The  judge  says  nothing  about  duplicate  wills.  K  the  two  cauU 
**7±ki  ^^^  together  form  one  will,  it  was  undoubtedly  incorrect  to  leave 
-'  '''that  question  to  the  jury.  It  appeared,  that,  in  1776,  Sir 
George  Strickland  made  a  will  in  Yorkshire ;  and  that,  in  1778,  another 
document,  which  was  apparently  intended  to  be  an  exact  copy  of  the  will 
before  made,  was  executed  by  him  in  London ;  two  codicils  in  precisely 
the  same  terms  being  executed  by  him  at  the  same  time.  If  republished 
at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the  copy  and  the  codicils,  the  will  made 
in  Yorkshire  in  1776  would  speak  from  May,  1778.  The  testator  an- 
nexed a  copy  of  the  codicil  to  each  will.  Did  he  not  thereby  intend  the 
codicil  to  operate  as  a  republication  of  the  Yorkshire  will  ?  I  think  this 
question  was  properly  left  to  the  jury :  and  no  objection  is  made  to  their 
finding  upon  it. 

The  next  objection  that  was  made,  was,  that  the  learned  judge  told 
the  jury,  that,  if  the  two  documents,  with  the  codicils  respectively  an- 
nexed to  them,  were  intended  to  operate  togetiber  as  the  testator's  last 
will,  an  alteration  of  one  will  enured  in  point  of  law  as  an  alteration  of 
both.  It  appears  to  me  that  that  was  strictly  correct.  I  understand  the 
provisions  in  the  Yorkshire  will  and  the  London  will,  as  to  the  estates 
now  in  question,  to  be  precisely  the  same.  If  the  Yorkshire  will  was 
republishjsd  at  the  time  the  London  will  and  the  codicils  were  executed, 
it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  one  was  earlier  in  point  of  time  than  the 
other.  They  are  contemporaneous.  By  obliterating  a  portion  of  the 
Yorkshire  will,  the  testator  did  not  destroy  an  earlier  and  leave  a  later 
will :  but,  the  two  being  contemporaneous,  by  erasing  one,  he  shows  his 
then  will  to  be,  that  the  portion  so  erased  should  form  no  part  of  his  last 
will.  I  therefore  think  the  learned  judge  was  perfectly  right  in  the 
direction  which  he  reports  to  us  that  he  gave  to  the  jury,  viz.  that  the 
alteration  in  the  Yorkshire  will  had  the  effect  of  altering  the  correspond- 
ing clause  in  the  London  will. 
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'^'Tho  last  question  was,  whether  the  alterations  were  intended  ri^*rAQ 
by  the  testator  to  be  final,  and  to  stand  as  his  last  will,  or  whether  ^ 
tbey  were  merely  deliberative,  and  intended  to  exist  only  until  he  made 
a  furth^  or  future  will.  That,  as  it  seems  to  me,  was  a  proper  and  a 
most  important  question, — the  very  hinge  upon  which  the  decision  of  the 
oase  would  turn.  Was  the  testator,  at  the  time  he  made  the  alterations 
in  question,  merely  deliberating  as  to  something  he  intended  to  do  there- 
after ?  or  was  he  then  making  his  last  will  ?  I  cannot  see  how  the  jury 
OQuld  have  been  led  away  from  the  consideration  of  that  point,  by  any- 
thing which  had  passed  before.  If  it  could  have  been  shown  by  anything 
that  was  said  by  the  jury,  that  they  were  really  diverted  from  the  con- 
sideration of  the  true  point  in  the  case,  by  the  previous  observations  of 
the  judge,  there  might  have  been  some  ground  for  Mr.  Knowles's  argu- 
ment. But  there  is  no  suggestion  of  the  kind.  It  would  be  extremely 
dangerous,  and  highly  injurious  to  the  interests  of  justice,  that  new  trials 
should  be  granted  upon  a  speculative  surmise  that  the  jury  may  have  been 
confused  or  misled  by  the  particular  manner  in  which  the  judge  frames 
his  direction  to  them  in  point  of  law,  or  the  order  in  which  he  presents 
the  facts  for  their  decision. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  can  entertain  no 
doubt  that  the  partial  alteration  of  the  Yorkshire  will  in  this  case  ope- 
rated, in  point  of  law,  as  a  revocation  pro  tanto  of  the  London  will.  As 
to  what  constitutes  a  duplicate, — ^I  take  it  to  be  clear,  that,  whenever  a 
testator  intends  to  execute  a  will  in  duplicate,  he  intends  that  each  of  the 
doeuments  shall  form  part  of  his  will.  If  any  authority  is  wanting  for 
this  position,  it  will  be  found  in  the  case  of  Killican  v.  Lord  *Par-  r4ti75Q 
ker,  1  Lee's  Eccl.  Cas.  662,  where  it  was  held  that  a  duplicate  is  '' 
a  part  of  a  will,  and  to  be  considered  as  a  testamentary  paper ;  and  Sir 
Q.  Lke  sidd,  ^4t  was  the  constant  rule  to  bring  into  the  prerogative  court 
aU  testamentary  papers,  and  that  a  duplicate  is  part  of  the  will.'*  In 
this  pariieuiar  case,  the  question  has  been  expressly  left  to  the  jury, 
whether  the  testator  intended  that  the  two  documents  should  form  one 
will  in  two  parts.  And  the  jury  found  that  he  did  so  intend.  If  such 
was  his  intention,  no  doubt  the  law  enabled  him  to  carry  it  into  effect. 
There  being,  then,  two  instruments  existing  which  together  formed  the 
testator's  will,  the  next  question  is,  whether  an  alteration  or  obliteration 
made  in  one  of  them,  operated  as  an  alteration  gr  obliteration  of  a  simi- 
lar passage  in  the  other.  I  think  the  learned  judge  was  right  in  holding 
that  it  did.  A  long  series  of  cases  has  decided  such  to  be  the  legal 
effeet  of  such  an  alteration.     This  rule,  therefore,  must  be  discharged. 

Talfourb,  J.,  was  absent.  Rule  discharged. 
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*751]  *SANDS  and  Others  v.  CLARKE.    Dee.  10. 

In  debt  by  the  payee  against  the  malcer  of  a  promiMorj  note  payable  at  ''No.  11,  Old  Slip,"  th« 
declaration  stated,  that,  **  when  the  laid  promiaaory  note  beciMne  dae,  to  wi^  on,  Ao^  the 
plalntiffii  were  ready  and  willing  in  doe  manner  to  present  the  said  note  to  the  defendant,  at 
the  said  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  for  payment,  and  then  and  there  to  demand  of  the  defendant  payment 
of  the  said  note,  and  the  plaintiffs  would  hare  dnly  presented  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and 
demanded  payment  thereof  aooordingly,  but  the  defendant  was  then  absent  from,  and  not  to  be 
found  at,  the  said  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  and  had  then  olandestinely  departed  and  absconded  from 
thence,  withont  leaving  or  having  left  any  effects  at  the  said  place,  or  any  means  or  proTiaion 
there  for  the  payment  of  the  said  note,  nor  were  there  any  effects  of  the  defendant  at  the  aaid 
No.  11,  Old  Slip,  nor  any  means  or  proviaion  there  for  payment  of  the  said  note,  and  the 
defendant  did  not  pay  the  said  note  when  it  became  dne,  Ac. :" — 

Held,  that  the  declaration  failed  to  disclose  a  canse  of  action,  by  reason  of  the  note  not  having 
been  presented  according  to  its  exigency,  and  no  soilleient  kgal  ezcaae  being  shown  for  the 
omission. 

This  was  an  aotion  of  debt.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated, 
that  the  defendant,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  August,  1845,  in 
parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  at  New  York,  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  and  thereby  promised  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiffs,  by  and  nnder  the  name,  style,  firm,  and  description 
of  Messrs.  Sands,  Fuller,  &  Co.,  at  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  846  dollars,  for 
value  received,  that  is  to  say,  846  dollars  currency  at  New  York,  six 
months  after  date,  which  period  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  and  then  delivered  the  said  note  to  the  plaintiffs :  Averment, 
that,  when  the  same  became  due,  the  said  846  dollars  currency  at  New 
York  were,  and  still  are,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  194^  7«.  of  lawful  money 
of  Great  Britain ;  that,  afterwards,  when  the  said  promissory  note  became 
due,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  of  March,  1846,  the  plaintiffs  were  ready  and  will- 
ing in  due  manner  to  present  the  said  note  to  the  said  defendant,  at  the 

*7^21  ^^^^  ^^'  ^^^  ^  ^^^1^'  ^^^  psyment,  and  then  and  there  to  *de- 
-^  mand  of  the  defendant  payment  of  the  said  note,  and  they,  the 
plaintiffs,  would  have  duly  presented  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and 
demanded  payment  thereof  accordingly,  but  the  defendant  was  then 
absent  from,  and  not  to  be  found  at,  the  said  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  and  had 
then  clandestinely  departed  and  absconded  from  thence,  without' leaving 
or  having  left  any  effects  at  the  said  place,  or  any  means  or  provision 
there  for  the  payment  of  the  said  note,  nor  were  there  any  effects  of  the 
defendant  at  the  said  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  nor  any  means  or  provision  there 
for  payment  of  the  said  .note ;  and  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  said 
note  when  it  became  due,  &c. 

The  second  count  was  like  the  first,  on  a  promissory  note  between  the 
same  parties,  dated  the  5th  of  November,  1845,  payable  at  six  months 
after  date,  for  460  dollars,  80  cents,  currency,  of  the  value  of  1082.  ISt. 
6(2.  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain. 

There  was  also  a  count  upon  an  account  stated. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes, — ^thatit  does  not  appear  in  the 
first  and  second  counts  of  the  declaration  or  either  of  them,  that  the  said 
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notes  or  either  of  them,  were  or  was  presented  at  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  nor 
does  it  appear  that  the  defendant  excused  or  preyented  the  plaintiiTs  from 
presenting  the  said  notes,  or  either  of  them,  at  the  said  place ;  and  that, 
the  contract  of  the  defendant  contained  in  each  of  the  said  notes,  being, 
to  pay  if  presented  at  the  said  place,  and  there  being  no  presentment  at 
the  said  place,  no  breach  of  contract  by  the  defendant  appears  in  the  said 
connts  or  either  of  them. 

Joinder  in  demnrrer. 

BramweUy  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  declaration  is  bad,  for 
want  of  an  averment  of  presentment  of  the  notes  at  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  or 
an  excuse  for  the  ^omission,  if  any  excuse  would  have  been  suffi- .  r^^.-^ 
cient.  In  all  cases  where  there  is  a  condition  in  a  contract,  per-  '-  ' ' ' 
formance  or  a  dispensation,  must  be  averred ;  and  there  is  no  difference 
in  this  respect  between  a  contract  contained  in  a  promissory  note,  and  a 
contract  of  any  other  description.  If  performance  was  prevented  by 
the  act  of  the  party,  that  might  have  been  averred.  The  declaration 
alleges  that  the  defendant  had  clandestinely  departed  and  absconded 
from  the  place  in  question,  without  leaving  any  effects  there,  or  any  pro- 
vision for  payment  of  the  notes.  That,  in  truth,  amounts  to  nothing. 
In  Sanderson  v.  Bowes,  14  East,  500,  it  was  held  that  a  promissory  note 
of  the  defendants,  promising  to  pay  so  much  at  their  banking-hotise  at 
W.y  required  a  demand  of  payment  there,  in  order  to  give  the  holder  a 
cause  of  action  if  it  were  unpaid.  The  like  was  held  in  Dickinson  v. 
Bowes,  16  Bast,  110.  In  Howe  v.  Bowes,  16  East,  112,  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  held,  that,  although,  where  a  promissory  note  ia  made 
payable  at  a  particular  place,  a  demand  of  payment  must  be  made  there, 
in  order  to  give  the  holder  a  cause  of  action,  yet  that,  if  the  makers 
(who  have  become  insolvent)  shut  up  and  abandon  their  shop,  that  is 
evidence  of  a  declaration  to  all  the  world,  of  their  refusal  to  pay  their 
notes  there.  But  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  upon  a  writ  of  error  brought, 
reversed  that  judgment ;  Bowes  v.  Howe,  5  Taunt.  30 ;  distinctly  hold- 
ing that  a  note  promising  to  pay  on  demand  at  a  particular  place,  must 
be  presented,  and  a  demand  of  payment  made,  at  that  place,  unless  the 
makers  discharge  the  holder  from  the  presentment  and  demand ;  that  the 
presentment  and  demand  must  be  alleged,  unless  a  discharge  is  shown ; 
and  that  an  allegation  that  the  makers  of  the  note  became  insolvent,  and 
ceased  and  *  wholly  declined  and  refused  then  and  thenceforth  to  p^..^^ 
pay  at  the  place  specified  any  of  their  notes,  does  not  show  a  ^ 
discharge  of  presentment  and  demand :  nor  can  it  be  intended  from  the 
allegation  of  refusal,  that  there  wad  a  presentment.  It  clearly  is  no 
excuse  for  the  non-presentment,  that  the  maker  of  the  note  was  not  at 
the  place  indicated,  when  the  note  became  due :  and  nothing  is  alleged 
here,  from  which  the  court  can  infer  that  a  presentment  there  would 
have  been  useless,  or  was  impracticable.    If  the  excuse  here  suggested 
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were  held  sufficient,  it  would  be  good  against  an  endorser ;  whicli  can 
hardly  be  contended  for. 

Kennedjfj  contrft.  It  would  be  absurd  to  hold  the  idle  ceremony  of 
presentment  necessary,  at  a  place  where  there  are  notoriously  no  means 
or  provision  for  payment.  The  argruaent  on  the  other  side  amounts  to 
this, — first,  that  there  can  be  no  excuse  at  all, — secondly,  that  this  decla- 
ration does  not  allege  a  sufficient  excuse.  Formerly,  the  practice  was, 
to  allege  a  presentment,  and  to  give  the  matter  of  excuse  in  evidence : 
but  the  modem  course  of  pleading,  where  there  has  in  fact  been  no  pre- 
sentment, or  no  notice  of  dishonour,  is  to  allege  the  excuse  in  the  decla- 
ration. Of  this.  Burgh  v.  Legge,  5  M.  &  W.  418,  is  an  instance.  The 
present  case  does  not  rest  upon  the  same  loose  averments  as  are  found  in 
Sanderson  v.  Bowes,  Dickinson  v.  Bowes,  and  Howe  v,  Bowes :  the  decla- 
ration goes  further,  and  alleges  that  the  defendant  had  absconded,  without 
leaving  any  effects  at  the  place  where  the  note  was  payable,  or  any  means 
or  provision  there  for  the  payment  of  the  note.  And,  the  note  having 
been  made  specially  payable  at  a  particular  place,  there  was  no  neces- 
sity for  averring  a  presentment  to  the  maker  himself:  De  Bergareche  v. 
*Paiin,  8  Bingh.  476,  11  J.  B.  Moore,  850;  Gibb  v.  Mather,  8 
^^^J  Bingh.  214,  1  M.  &  Scott,  387.  In  Com.  Dig.  Condition  (L.  12), 
it  is  said,  that,  ^^  if  a  condition  be,  to  do  upon  request,  and  he  is  disabled 
to  perform,  there  needs  no  request,  for  it  would  be  vain :"  for  which 
Comyns  cites  Sir  Anthony  Mayne's  case,  5  Co.  Rep.  21  a,  and  Brails- 
ford  V.  Parsons,  1  Lutw.  308.  The  resolution  in  Sir  Anthony  Mayne's 
case,  is,(a)  that,  ^^  if  a  man  seised  of  lands  in  fee,  covenants  to  ei^eoif 
J.  S.  of  them,  upon  request,  and  afterwards  he  makes  a  feoffment  in  fee 
of  the  said  lands ;  now,  in  this  case,  J.  S.  shall  have  an  action  of  cove- 
nant, without  request.  "(5)  In  Hine  v.  Allely,  4  B.  &  Ad.  624,  in 
assumpsit  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  upon  ^^  P.  P.,  No.  6,  Budge 
Row,''  and  accepted  by  him,  an  averment  that  the  bill,  when  due,  was 
presented  and  shown  to  P.  P.  for  payment,  was  held  to  be  supported  by 
proof  that  the  holder  went  to  No.  6,  Budge  Row,  to  present  it,  but  found 
the  house  shut  up,  and  no  one  there.  [Crbsswbll,  J.  That  case  would 
have  been  in  point,  if  these  notes  had  been  presented  at  No.  11,  Old 
Slip.]  Terry  v.  Parker,  6  Ad.  k  E.  602,  1  N.  &  P.  752,  virtually  de- 
oides  this  case  :  it  was  there  held,  that  want  of  effects  in  the  hands  of 
the  acceptor  of  an  accommodation-bill,  excuses  the  endorsee  from  pre- 
senting it  for  payment,  as  well  as  from  giving  notice  of  dishonour  to  the 
drawer.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Upon  the  principle  that  the  drawer  in  that  case 
sustains  no  damage :  he  has  no  right  to  expect  presentment.]  Turner  v. 
Stones,  1  D.  &  L.  122,  is  also  an  authority  to  show  that  a  presentment 
is  unnecessary,  where,  from  the  circumstances,  it  must  necessarily  be 

(a)  That  w«f  the  resolution  in  a  cate  of  P.  32  E.  8,  in  Fitsh.  Abr.  tit  Barrt,  pi.  2H,  olted  In 
Ibyne'a  eaae.     VUU  pot,  762. 
(6)  And  see  Oe.  Litt  221  a. 
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uii&Yailiiig.   And  there  are  many  cases  '^'to  show  that  presentment  j-^c^p/* 
is  not  necessary,  where  the  party  has  no  right  to  expect  that  it  '- 
will  produce  any  fruits ;  De  Berdt  v.  Atkinson,  2  H.  Blao.  836 ;  Hardy 
p.  Woodroofe,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  819. 

Bramwell^  in  reply.  No  case  has  heen  cited  to  impugn  the  authority 
of  Sanderson  v.  Bowes  and  Bowes  v.  Howe.  [Cresswell,  J.  May  it 
not  be  that  there  is  an  implied  promise  on  the  part  of  the  maker  that  he 
will  make  provision  for  payment  of  the  note  when  presented  at  the  place 
indicated  ?]  It  may  be  so.  But,  here,  no  breach  of  such  implied  promise 
is  alleged ;  it  is  not  averred  that  the  defendant  made  any  such  promise. 
This  is  rather  like  the  case  of  a  demand  of  rent,  which  must  be  made  at 
the  premises,  although  they  may  be  shut  up.  There  is  no  distinct  allega- 
tion that  presentment  at  No.  11  Old  Slip  was  impossible,  or  would  have 
been  useless.  Every  word  of  the  declaration  is  consistent  with  there 
having  been  an  agent  of  the  defendant's  there  ready  to  pay  the  note,  if 
it  had  been  duly  presented.  Our.  adv.  vuU. 

Maulb,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.(a) 

This  case  came  before  the  court  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  declaration, 
and  was  argued  before  the  lord  chief  justice,  my  brother  Cresswell,  and 
myself;  and  the  judgment  which  I  am  about  to  read  was  prepared  by  the 
lord  chief  justice. 

The  declaration  contains  two  counts  upon  promissory  notes.  The 
notes  are  alike  in  form,  and  differ  only  in  amount ;  and  the  action  is 
against  the  maker  of  the  notes,  by  the  payees.  In  each  note,  the  de- 
fendant promised  to  pay  the  sum  therein  mentioned,  at  the  respec- 
*tive  dates,  at  No.  11,  Old  Slip ;  the  period  for  which  the  notes  p^^^T 
were  drawn,  being  averred  to  have  expired  before  the  commence-  ^ 
ment  of  the  action. 

Neither  of  the  counts  contains  any  averment  of  presentment  at  No.  11, 
Old  Slip,  the  place  where  both  notes  were  made  payable :  but,  by  way 
of  excuse  for  the  non-presentment,  or  of  dispensation  of  the  duty  of  pre- 
sentment, it  is  averred,  in  both  counts,  that,  when  the  promissory  notes 
therein  respectively  mentioned  became  due,  the  plaintiffs  were  ready  and 
willing  to  present  the  said  notes  to  the  defendant,  at  the  said  No.  11, 
Old  Slip,  for  payment,  and  then  and  there  to  demand  of  the  defend- 
ant payment  of  the  said  notes,  and  the  plaintiffs  would  have  presented 
the  said  notes,  and  demanded  payment  thereof  accordingly,  but  the  de- 
fendant was  then  absent  from,  and  not  to  be  found  at,  the  said  No.  11, 
Old  Slip,  and  had  then  clandestinely  departed  and  absconded  from  thence, 
without  leaving  or  having  left  any  effects  at  the  said  place,  or  any  means 
or  provision  there  for  the  payment  of  the  said  notes,  nor  were  there  any 
effects  of  the  defendant  at  the  said  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  or  any  means  or 
provision  there,  for  the  payment  of  the  said  notes,  and  the  said  defendant 
did  not  pay  the  said  notes  when  they  became  due. 

(a)  Tb«  argument  hod  taken  place  before  Wilde,  C.  J.,  CoLnf  Air,  J.,  and  Crbsswell,  J. 
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To  this  declaration,  the  4ofendaiit  has  BpeeiaUy  demurred,  assigiimg 
for  cause  that  it  does  not  appear  in  the  said  coants,  or  either  of  tiiem, 
that  the  said  notes,  or  either  of  them,  were  or  was  presented  at  No.  11, 
Old  Slip,  nor  does  it  appear,  that  the  defendant  ezcosed  or  prevented  the 
plaintiflb  from  presenting  the  said  notes,  or  either  of  them,  at  the  said 
place,  and  the  contract  of  the  defendant  contained  in  each  of  the  said 
notes,  being,  to  pay,  if  presented  at  the  said  place,  and  there  being  no 
presentment  at  the  said  place,  no  breach  of  contract,  by  the  defendant, 
appears  in  the  first  and  second  counts,  or  either  of  them. 
mtrrgi  *The  demurrer  came  on  for  argument  in  Easter  term ;  and,  upon 
-^  the  argument,  the  counsel  upon  behalf  of  the  defendant  relied  upon 
the  special  causes  of  demurrer  assigned,  and  contended  that  it  was  settled 
law  that  a  note  made  payable,  in  the  body  of  it,  at  some  specified  place, 
must  be  presented,  when  due,  at  that  place ;  and  that  the  declaration 
must  aver  the  presentment  to  have  been  made,  or  set  forth  some  acts  on 
the  part  of  the  maker  to  excuse  the  want  of  presentment ;  and  that  the 
matter  set  forth  in  this  declaration,  did  not  furnish  any  such  legal  excuse 
or  dispensation  :  and  the  case  of  Bowes  v.  Howe,  5  Taunt.  80,  was  dted 
as  a  distinct  authority  governing  the  present  case. 

Upon  the  part  of  die  plaintifi*,  it  was  contended  that  the  facts  set  forth 
by  way  of  excuse  for  the  non-presentment  of  the  notes,  were  sufficient 
in  point  of  law,  because  they  showed  that  the  presentment,  under  the 
circumstances  stated,  would  have  been  unavailing  and  useless,  and  that, 
by  law,  conditions  to  do  useless  acts  were  not  required  to  be  performed : 
and  Mayne's  case,  5  Co.  Rep.  21  a,  was  cited  as  an  authority.  The 
plain tifi"s  counsel  also  contended  that  the  several  cases  upon  bills  of  ex- 
change and  promissory  notes,  in  which  it  had  been  determined  that  pre- 
sentment need  not  be  made,  or  notice  given  of  the  dishonour,  where  no 
damage  could  be  sustained  by  the  omission,  were  authorities  applicable  to 
the  present  case. 

But  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  authorities  referred  to  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  do  not  govern  this  case,  and  that  the  matter  set  forth  in 
the  declaration,  by  way  of  excuse  for  the  non-presentment,  is  not  suffi- 
cient ;  and  that  the  declaration  does  not,  therefore,  show  any  breach  of 
the  promise  contained  in  the  notes. 

It  is  clear  that  the  presentment  of  the  notes  at  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  is, 
^tygg-i  by  the  notes,  made  a  condition  ^precedent  to  the  defendant's  lia- 
bility to  pay ;  and  equally  clear  that  it  must  be  performed  before 
he  can  be  charged,  unless  the  defendant  has  himself  discharged  the  con- 
dition, or  dispensed  with  its  performance. 

The  case  of  Bowes  v.  Howe  is  a  strong  authority  for  the  defendant. 
That  was  an  action  against  the  makers  of  certain  promissory  notes,  by 
which  they  had  promised  to  pay  5^.  at  Workington  Bank ;  and,  in  order 
to  excuse  the  non-presentment,  the  declaration  averred,  that,  after  the 
making  of  the  note,  and  before  the  exhibiting  of  the  bill,  the  defendant 
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had  become  insolvent,  and  then,  and  from  thenceforth,  until  and  at  the 
time  of  the  exhibiting  of  the  bill,  ceased,  and  wholly  declined  and  refused, 
to  pay  at  Workington  Bank  aforesaid,  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  specified 
in  the  notes.  The  declaration  concluded  with  the  general  breach,  that 
the  defendants  had  not  paid,  although  requested.  The  court  of  error 
held  that  the  matter  set  forth  in  the  declaration  did  not  dispense  with  .the 
presentment  of  the  notes :  and  Macdonald,  C.  B.,  who  pronounced  the 
judgment,  remarked  that  the  alleged  declaration  by  the  defendants  that 
they  would  pay  none  of  their  notes,  was  not  made  to  the  plaintiffs,  but 
merely  that  the  defendants  had  declared  generally  that  they  neither  could 
nor  would  pay  any  of  their  notes.  This  case  is  a  decisive  authority  to 
the  effect  that  a  declaration  of  insolvency  by  the  maker  of  a  note,  or  a 
general  declaration  by  him  that  he  will  not  pay  any  of  his  notes,  will  not 
dispense  i^ith  the  presentment. 

The  declaration  in  that  case  went  further  than  the  present,  which  states 
that  the  defendant  had  absconded  when  the  notes  became  due ;  which 
absconding  might  have  taken  place  even  before  the  giving  of  the  notes : 
nor  does  it  appear  that  No.  11  Old  Slip  was  a  place  shut  up,  at  which, 
therefore,  no  demand  could  be  made,  or  information  obtained  respecting 
the  defendant.  The  defendant  was  not  bound  to  have  the  money  at  the 
Old  '''Slip  before  the  note  was  presented.  It  is  decided  that  the  r4:7/*/^ 
known  bankruptcy  of  the  maker  of  a  note  payable  at  a  particular  '- 
place,  will  not  dispense  with  the  presentment,  although  in  such  a  case 
there  can  be  no  presumption  that  the  maker  possesses  the  means  of  pay- 
ment :  and  the  averment  in  this  declaration  states  no  circumstances  which 
prevented  the  presentment  being  made,  but  simply  such  as  are  calculated 
to  create  a  strong  suspicion  that  the  note  would  not  have  been  paid ;  * 
which  is  not  enough. 

The  case  of  De  Berdt  v.  Atkinson,  2  H.  Black.  836,  was  cited  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff.  That  was  an  action  by  the  endorsee  of  a  pro- 
missory note,  against  the  payee  and  endorser.  The  defeuee  was,  that 
the  note  had  not  been  presented  to  the  maker :  the  court  held,  that, 
because  the  defendant,  the  payee  of  the  note,  had  given  no  value  to  the 
maker,  it  was  unnecessary  that  the  note  should  be  presented  to  the  maker : 
and  the  case  was  considered  as  analogous  to  that  of  the  drawer  of  an 
accommodation  bill ;  and,  in  such  cases,  the  law-merchant  has  been  held 
to  dispense  with  presentment  and  notice  of  dishonour.  But  the  principle 
of  those  decisions  has  no  application  to  a  case  like  the  present,  in  which 
presentment  of  the  note,  or  a  dispensation  with  the  presentment  by  the 
maker  of  the  note,  is  clearly  necessary.  That  case,  however,  has  been 
dissented  from,  if  not  distinctly  overruled :  see  the  remarks  of  Chahbre, 
J.,  in  Leach  t^.  Hewitt,  4  Taunt.  781,  Brown  v.  Maffey,  15  East,  216, 
and  Cory  v.  Scott,  8  B.  A;  Aid.  619. 

The  case  of  Turner  v.  Stones,  1  D.  &  L.  122,  was  also  cited  by  the 
plaintiffs'  counsel.     The  action  was  for  money  had  and  received,  and  the 
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plaintiff  Bought  to  recover  a  Bum  of  SL,  which  he  had  giYcn  to  the  defend- 
anty  in  exchange  for  a  country  bank-note,  on  Saturday,  the  14th  of  Jannh 
ary.  The  bankers  made  no  payments  after  that  '''day,  and  subse- 
-I  quently  became  bankmpts.  On  Monday,  the  16th  of  Jannary, 
the  plaintiff  returned  the  note  to  defendant,  who  promised  to  return  the 
money  on  the  Wednesday,  but  did  not,  but  objected  that  the  note  had 
not  been  presented  at  Sheffield.  The  parties  lived  at  Darlington,  a  great 
distance  from  Sheffield ;  and  the  bankers  had  opened  their  shop  on  the 
Monday  for  two  hours,  but  made  no  payments,  and,  after  the  two  hours, 
exhibited  a  placard,  announcing  that  the  bank  had  stopped  payment. 
GoLEBiDGB,  J.,  distinctly  recognised  the  authority  of  Bowes  v.  Howe,  and 
treated  the  question, — ^whether,  as  between  third  persons,  the  present- 
ment to  the  maker  might  be  dispensed  with,  under  certain  circumstances, 
— as  a  distinct  question  from  that  of  the  necessity  of  presentment,  as 
against  the  maker  of  the  note.  That  case  is,  therefore,  no  authority 
applicable  to  the  present. 

The  case  of  Terry  v.  Parker,  6  Ad.  &;  E.  502, 1  N.  &;  P.  752,  also 
cited,  was  a  question  whether  the  averment  in  the  declaration,  that  the 
bill  was  accepted  for  the  accommodation  of  the  defendant  (the  drawer), 
and  that  he  had  no  reason  to  expect  that  the  bill  would  be  paid,  nor  had 
sustained  any  damage  by  the  non-presentment  of  the  bill  to  the  acceptor, 
was  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  non-presentment  to  the  acceptor,  and  the 
omission  of  notice  to  the  defendant.  The  declaration  was  held  sufficient, 
for  the  reason  before  stated :  but  that  case  is  inapplicable  to  the  present. 

Burgh  v.  Legge,  5  M.  &  W.  418,  was  likewise  cited :  but  that  case  is 
also  inapplicable  to  this  case;  the  only  question  being,  whether  the  aver* 
meat  of  notice  to  the  defendant,  who  was  sued  as  endorser  of  the  bills 
upon  which  the  action  was  brought,  was  proved  by  the  evidence  of  con* 
versations  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  before  the  bills  became 
*^Ml  ^^^'  ^  which  the  defendant  *told  the  plaintiff  that  the  bills  would 
-■  not  be  paid,  and  requested  that  he  might  not  be  put  to  the  expense 
of  postage  to  give  him  notice  of  the  non-payment :  the  court  held  that 
the  evidence  was  not  sufficient ;  and  a  nonsuit  was  entered. 

In  addition  to  the  several  cases  upon  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory 
notes  which  have  been  referred  to,  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  also  cited 
Mayne's  case,  5  Go.  Rep.  25  a,(a)  as  an  authority  to  prove  that  useless 
conditions  are  not  required  to  be  performed :  and  it  was  argued  that  the 
facts  alleged  in  the  declaration  showed  that  the  presentment  of  the  notes 
would  have  been  a  useless  act,  and  ought  to  be  held  to  dispense  with  the 
necessity  of  presentment.  The  facts  of  Mayne's  case  exclude  the  appli- 
cation of  the  doctrine  for  which  it  was  cited,  to  the  present  case.  Mayne 
leased  to  Scott  for  twenty-one  years,  and  covenanted,  that,  at  any  time 
during  the  life  of  Scott,  upon  surrender  of  his  lease,  Mayne  would  grant 

(a)  See  Lnzmore  v,  BobsoDy  1  B.  ik  A.  584 ;  Beswiok  v,  Swindells,  $  N.  A  M.  159;  2  M.  A  G. 
f4A,  n.  (5). 
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a  new  lease  for  Scott's  life ;  (a)  and  gave  bond  to  perform  the  covenants : 
and,  in  an  action  npon  the  bond,  Mayne  pleaded  that  Scott  had  not  sur- 
rendered the  lease ;  to  which  Scott  replied  that  Mayne  had  granted  the 
knd  to  another  person  for  eighty  years :  upon  which  Mayne  demurred ; 
and  it  was  held  that  Mayne  had  broken  his  covenant,  without  any  sur- 
render made,  inasmuch  as  he  had  disabled  himself  to  take  the  surrender, 
and  to  grant  the  new  lease,  and  therefore  it  would  have  been  useless  for 
Scott  to  execute  a  deed  in  the  form  of  a  surrender,  which  would  have 
been  wholly  inoperative:  and  so,  no  doubt,  the  law  is — ^that,  if  a  man 
binds  himself  to  do  certain  acts  which  he  afterwards  renders  himself  un- 
able to  perform,  he  thereby  dispenses  with  the  performance  of  conditions 
precedent  *to  the  act  which  he  has  so  rendered  himself  unable  to  r^i^/>o 
perform.  ^ 

In  this  case,  the  defendant  did  no  act  tending  to  prevent  or  impede 
the  presentment  being  duly  made :  and  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the 
declaration  is  defective,  and  fails  to  show  a  cause  of  action,  by  reason  of 
the  note  not  having  been  presented  according  to  its  exigency,  and  no 
auffioient  legal  excuse  being  shown  for  the  omission.  There  must,  there- 
fore, be  judgment  for  the  defendant.         Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  "  Novel  tettfe  (not  for  Seott'a  life,  bnt)  durani  U  rendue  det  ant," 


BELL  and  Others,  Assignees  of  THOMAS  WILLMOTT,  a  Bankrupt, 

V.  BIDGOOD.    Dee,  8. 

After  deeUistioiv  in  an  action  tAwwatHj  bnmgh1»  and  without  ooUnnon,  the  defendant  consented 
to  a  judge's  order  for  pajmont  of  debt  and  oosta  forthwith^  the  plaintiff  to  be  at  liberty,  in 
eaee  of  defaalt^  to  lign  Judgment  and  iesoe  ezeeation  for  the  amount  ^->Heldy  that  a  judgment 
signed  thereon  was  a  judgment  by  nil  dieit,  and  within  the  proteetion  of  the  1  W.  4^  c  7»  s.  7. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  upon  a  feigned  issue,  framed  pur- 
suant to  a  judge's  order  made  on  the  6th  of  March,  1848,  to  try  whether 
the  execution  hereinafter  mentioned,  was  valid  against  the  after-men- 
tioned Juzt, 

The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  execution  was  valid  against  the  fiat  ; 
and  upon  that  plea  issue  was  joined. 

The  following  case  was,  by  consent,  stated,  under  a  judge's  order,  for 
the  opinion  of  the  court : — 

Thomas  T^llmott,  up  to  and  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  carried  on 
the  business  of  a  surgeon  and  apothecary.  Before  his  bankruptcy,  and 
while  he  carried  on  his  business,  Messrs.  Bidgood  &  Co.  drew  upon 
Thomas  Willmott,  on  the  7th  of  July,  1847,  a  bill  of  exchange  for  S8Z. 
12s.  9d.y  payable,  four  months  after  *date,  to  them  or  their  order ;  r^t^^ 
which  bill  the  said  Thomas  Willmott  accepted,  and  Messrs  Bid-  ^ 
good  &  Co.  endorsed  to  Henry  Bidgood,  tiie  defendant  m  this  action,  for 
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a  bondjidey  full,  and  yaluable  consideration.  The  bill  was  not  paid  by 
Thomas  Willmott,  at  maturity,  and  is  still  wholly  anpaid. 

The  defendant,  Henry  Bidgood,  commenced  an  action,  adversely,  and 
not  by  collusion  for  the  purpose  of  fraudulent  preference,  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  against  Thomas  Willmott,  for  the  recoyery  of  the 
amount  of  this  bill.  The  declaration  -was  duly  filed,  and  notice  thereof 
given  to  Thomas  Willmott,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court ; 
and,  Thomas  Willmott  having  no  defence  to  the  said  action,  the  follow- 
ing order  was,  on  the  20th  of  January,  1848,  by  consent,  made  by 
Cresswell,  J. : — 

'^  Upon  hearing  the  attorneys  or  agents  for  the  plaintifi*,  and  the 
defendant  in  person,  and  by  consent,  I  do  order,  that,  upon  payment 
of  SSL  12s.  9^.,  the  debt  for  which  this  action  is  brought,  together  with 
interest  from  the  10th  of  November  last,  and  costs,  to  be  taxed  as 
between  attorney  and  client,  and  paid  forthwith,  aU  further  proceedings 
be  stayed :  And  I  further  order,  that,  in  case  default  be  made  in  pay- 
ment as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  be  at  liberty  to  sign  final  judgment  aiid 
issue  execution  for  the  amount,  with  costs  of  judgment  and  execution, 
sheriff's  poundage,  officer's  fees,  and  all  other  incidental  expenses." 

The  costs  in  the  said  action  were,  on  the  20th  of  January,  taxed  at 
lOL  4s,  6(2.  Default  was  made  by  Thomas  Willmott  in  payment,  pur- 
suant to  the  said  order,  of  the  several  sums  of  88L  12s.  9<2.,  9s.  9<2.  for 
interest,  and  lOZ.  4s.  6d.  for  costs,  making  together  492.  7s. 

Thomas  Willmott  did  not  plead  to,  or  in  any  way  answer,  the  said 

*7a'V\  ^^^^^^^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  '^^^  of  February,  "^judgment  was  signed  in 
-J  the  said  action,  for  492.  7«.,  under  the  said  order. 

On  the  9th  of  February,  1848,  a  writ  of  /.  fa.  was  issued  by  virtue 
of  the  judgment,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  and  delivered  to 
them  at  half  past  12  o'clock  on  the  said  9th  of  February,  directing  them 
to  levy,  &e. 

The  sheriff,  at  2  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  said  9th  of  February, 
seized  and  took  in  execution  certain  goods  and  chattels  of  Thomas  Will- 
mott, and  remained  in  possession  of  the  same  until  the  18th  of  March, 
when  they  withdrew,  under  the  authority  of  the  judge's  order  of  the 
6th  of  March,  1848,  whereby  the  sheriff  was  directed,  that,  upon  pay- 
ment of  602.  by  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action,  into  court,  they  should  witii- 
draw  from  possession ;  and  which  sum  of  602.  was  paid  accordingly,  on 
the  17th  of  March,  1848. 

On  the  said  9th  of  February,  Thomas  Willmott,  being  unable  to  meet 
his  engagements,  signed  a  declaration  of  insolvency  in  the  court  of 
bankruptcy^  under  the  statute  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  s.  6,  and,  on  the  same  9th 
of  February,  at  10  minutes  before  8  o'clock,  caused  the  same  to  be  filed 
in  the  lord  chancellor's  office  of  the  secretary  of  bankrupts. 

A  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  directed  to  the  London  court  of  bankruptcy, 
was  dated  and  issued  on  the  10th  of  February,  1848,  against  Thomai 
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Willmott,  who  was  deolftred  a  bankrupt  on  the  11th  of  February ;  and 
the  plaintiffii  were  appointed  assignees  under  the  fiat  on  the  25th* 

At  4  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  said  10th  of  February,  the  attor* 
ney  of  Thomas  Willmott  served  on  the  under-sheriff  of  Middlesex  a 
notice  that  the  fiat  had  issued :  and,  at  a  quarter  past  2  o'clock  on  the 
said  10th  of  February,  the  attorney  to  ^efiat  senred  on  the  said  under- 
sheriff,  and  the  officer  in  possession,  notice  that  '^'Thomas  Willmott  p,^i«/>/» 
had  been  adjudged  a.  bankrupt,  and  required  them  not  to  sell  or  ■- 
remoye  any  of  Thomas  Willmott's  goods,  &c. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, — ^Whether  the  execution 
was  valid  against  the  fiat.  If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  it  was 
valid,  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant  immediately  after  this 
cause  is  decided.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  a  contrary  opinbn,  judgment 
is  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Bogersj  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  execution  was  void  as  against  the 
assignees  under  the  fiat  There  could  be  no  doubt,  if  it  depended  on 
the  108th  section  of  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16.  But  the  question  is,  whether  the 
execution  is  within  the  protection  of  the  1  W.  4,  c.  7,  s.  7,  which  recites, 
that,  by  the  6  O.  4,  c.  16,  s.  108,  it  is  provided  ^Hhat  no  creditor, 
though  for  a  valuable  consideration,  who  shall  sue  out  execution  upon 
any  judgment  obtained  by  default,  confession,  or  nil  dieitj  shall  avail 
himself  of  such  execution,  to  the  prejudice  of  other  fair  creditors,  but 
shall  be  paid  rateably  with  such  creditors ;  and  that,  by  reason  of  such 
provision,  plaintifis  have  been  and  may  be  deterred  from  accepting  a 
cognovit  actionem,  with  stay  of  execution,  whereby  the  expense  of  further 
proceeding  in  such  action  might  have  been  and  may  be  saved  or  dimi- 
nished:"  and,  for  remedy  thereof,  enacts  ^Hhat  no  judgment  signed,  or 
execution  issued,  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  on  a  cognovit  actionem 
signed  after  declaration  filed  or  delivered,  or  judgment  by  default,  con- 
fession, or  nil  dicity  according  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  in  any  action 
commenced  adversely,  and  not  by  collusion,  for  the  purpose  of  fraudulent 
preference,  shall  be  deemed  or  taken  to  be  within  the  said  provision  of 
the  said  recited  act."  It  is  submitted  that  it  is  not  within  the  r^itj^m 
^protection  of  that  provision.  In  Crosfield  v.  Stanley,  4  B.  &  I- 
Ad.  87,  it  was  held  that  the  statute  did  not  extend  to  judgments  on  war- 
rant of  attorney,  though  given  without  collusion  or  intention  of  fraudu- 
lent preference.  These  consents  to  judgments  have  been  decided  not  to 
be  cognovits  within  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  so  as  to  require  attestation, 
as  provided  by  s.  9  of  that  act :  Baker  t;.  Flower,  8  M.  &  W.  670. 
^^That  section,"  says  Parke,  B.,  ^^  applies  to  a  warrant  of  attorney  or 
cognovit  given  by  a  party  out  of  court ;  the  present  case  is  only  one  of 
a  consent  to  an  order,  if  a  judge  thinks  proper  to  make  one.  It  is  tni^e, 
such  a  consent  mudi  resembles  a  cognovit ;  but  then  it  is  not  one,  for, 
nothing  can  be  done  upon  it  of  itself,  until  a  judge's  order  is  made  in 
pursuance  of  it." 

VOL.  vin.— 60  2r2 
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•    Ghranger,  tot  the  defendant,  was  not  called  upon. 

Maulb,  J.  If  this  is  not  a  cognovit,  it  is  a  judgment  by  nil  dieitf  and 
therefore  clearly  within  the  spirit  of  the  statute  1  W.  4,  c.  7,  s.  7*  The 
execntion  is  protected,  and  the  defendant  is  consequently  entitled  to  our 
judgment. 

Crbsswsll,  J.,  and  Y.  Williams,  J.,  concurring, 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


♦MORGAN    and    Another,    Executors    of   JOHN,    Earl    of 
^^^J       ABERGAVENNY,  deceased,  v.  WILLIAM,  Earl  of  ABBB- 
GAYENNY.    Dec.  10. 

Deer  in  a  pork  (though  an  ancient  and  l«fal  park)  may  be  so  tame  and  reclaimed  from  their 
natural  wild  state,  as  to  pass  to  ezecotors  as  perK>nal  property. 

Iq  trorer  by  ezeeators  against  the  heir,  for  deer  in  a  park,  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  park 
was  originally  about  900  acres  in  extent,  but  that,  in  comparatively  modern  times,  some  ad- 
joining land  had  been  thrown  into  it ;  that  a  considerable  herd  of  deer  (600  and  upwards)  had 
always  been  kept  therein ;  that  the  deer  were  attended  by  keepers,  and  fed  in  the  winter 
with  hay,  beans,  and  other  food ;  that  the  does  were  watched  at  falling  time,  and  the  fawns 
marked  as  they  dropped ;  and  that  some  of  the  deer  were  occasionally  selected  from  the  herd, 
by  means  of  dogs,  and  stalled  and  fattened  for  consumption  or  for  sale  to  venison-dealers. 
There  was  also  a  considerable  body  of  documentary  evidence  to  show  that  the  park  had  a  legal 
origin. 

tn  his  summing  up,  the  judge  told  the  jury,  that,  by  the  general  law,^  deer  in  a  park  went  to  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  owner  of  the  park,  but  that  deer  which  were  tame  and  reclaimed  became 

<  personal  property,  and  went  by  law  to  the  personal  representative  of  the  owner  of  the  deer, 
and  not  to  the  heir  of  the  owner  of  the  park:  and  ho  left  it  to  them  to  say  whether  the  place  in 
question  was  proved  by  the  evidence  to  have  been  an  ancient  park,  with  the  legal  rights  of  a 

'  park ;  telling  them,  that,  if  it  bad  been  an  ancient  park,  and  the  boundaries  oould  not  now  be 
ascertained,  though  the  franchise  might  thereby  become  forfeited  in  reference  to  the  crown, 
that  would  not  affect  the  question  between  the  parties  relative  to  the  deer, — that  question 
being,  whether  the  deer  were  tame  and  reclaimed,  which  must  be  determined  by  the  nature 
and  state  of  the  animals,  and  of  the  place  in  which  they  were  kept,  and  their  mode  of 
treatment:  and  he  then  leil  them,  in  writing,  the  following  questions, — 1.  Whether  they  found 
for  the  plaintiib  or  for  the  defendant,— 2.  Whether  they  found  the  place  to  be  an  ancient  park, 
with  the  incidents  of  a  legal  park, — S.  Whether  the  boundaries  ooold  be  ascertained  by  distinct 
marks. 

The.  jury,  in  answer  to  the  second  question  so  put,  said  they  found  the  place  to  be  an  ancient  park 
with  all  the  inddents  of  a  legal  park ;  and,  in  answer  to  the  third  question,  that  the  boundaries 

•  of  the  ancient  park  could  be  ascertained.  As  to  the  first  question,  they  expressed  a  desire  to 
abstain  from  answering  it;  but,  upon  being  required  to  say  whether  they  found  for  plaintiffs 
or  for  defendant,  they  found  for  the  plaintiffs — observing  "that  the  animals  had  been  originally 
wild,  but  had  been  reclaimed :" — 

Deld,  that  the  direction  was  correct,  and  the  verdict  sufficient  in  point  of  law;  and  that  the 
evidence  was  such  as  was  proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration 
9tated  that  the  said  John,  Earl  of  Abergavenny,  in  his  lifetime,  to  wit, 
♦7RQ1  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  '^^ April,  1845,  was  lawfully  possessed,  as  of  his  own 
'^  J  property,  of  divers,  to  wit,  1000  bucks,  8000  does,  1000  fawns, 
1000  stags,  1000  harts,  1000  hinds,  1000  red-deer,  1000  fallow-deer,  and 
1000  other  deer,  then  being  captured  and  reclaimed  from  their  naUiral 
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and  fcUd  tto^e,  and  tamed  and  confined  and  enelosed  in  d%ver9,  to  mtj 
ten  ehses  of  the  eaid  Jokn^  Earl  of  Abergavenny ^  in  his  lifetime,  and 
the  said  deer  and  animals  being  of  great  value,  to  Trit,  of  the  value  of 
10,0002. ;  and,  being  so  possessed  thereof,  the  said  John,  Earl  of  Aber- 
gavenny, afterwards,  in  his  lifetime,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  afore- 
said, casually  lost  the  deer  and  animals  aforesaid  out  of  his  possession, 
and  the  same  afterwards,  and  after  the  death  of  the  said  John,  Earl  of 
Abergavenny,  to  wit,  on  the  18th  of  April,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  came 
to  the  possession  of  the  defendant  by  finding :  yet  the  defendant,  well 
knowing  the  said  deer  and  animals  to  have  been  the  property  of  the  said 
John,  Earl  of  Abergavenny,  in  his  lifetime,  and  of  right  to  belong  and 
appertain  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  executors  as  aforesaid,  after  the  decease  of 
the  said  John,  Earl  of  Abergavenny,  but  contriving  and  intending  to 
injure  the  plaintiffs,  as  executors  as  aforesaid,  after  the  decease  of  the 
said  John,  Earl  of  Abergavenny,  in  this  behalf,  did  not  deliver  the  said 
deer  and  animals,  or  any  of  them,  nor  has  he  as  yet  delivered  the  same, 
or  any  of  them,  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  executors  as  aforesaid,  since  the 
decease  of  the  said  John,  Earl  of  Abergavenny,  although  often  requested 
so  to  do ;  and  the  defendant  afterwards,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said 
John,  Earl  of  Abergavenny,  to  wit,  on  the  said  13th  of  April,  in  the 
year  last  aforesaid,  converted  and  disposed  of  the  said  deer  and  animals 
to  his,  the  defendant's,  own  use. 

The  second  count  stated  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  executors  as  aforesaid, 
afterwards,  and  after  the  death  of  *the  said  John,  Earl  of  Aber-  r^^^r. 
gavenny,  to  wit,  on  the  18th  of  April,  1845,  were  lawfully  pos-  I-  '  * 
sessed,  as  of  their  own  property,  as  such  executors  as  aforesaid,  of  divers 
deer  and  animals,  to  wit,  &;c.,  &c.,  then  being  tame  and  reclaimed  from 
their  wild  state  and  nature,  and  then  being  captured  and  kept  enclosed 
and  confined  in  divers,  to  wit,  ten  closes,  and  being  of  great  value,  to 
wit,  of  the  value  of  10,0007. ;  and,  being  so  possessed  thereof,  the  plain- 
tiffs afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  casually  lost  the 
said  deer  and  animals  out  of  their  possession,  and  the  same  came  to  the 
possession  of  the  defendant  by  finding :  yet  the  defendant,  well  knowing 
the  said  deer  and  animals  to  be  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  such 
executors  as  aforesaid,  and  of  right  to  belong  and  appertain  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  such  executors  as  aforesaid,  but  contriving  and  intending  to 
injure  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  executors  as  aforesaid,  in  this  behalf,  has  not 
as  yet  delivered  the  said  deer  and  animals,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  to 
the  plaintiffs,  although  often  requested  so  to  do,  and  has  hitherto  wholly 
neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  converted  and  disposed  of  the  said  deer  and  animals  to 
his,  the  defendant's,  own  use, — to  the  plaintiffs*  damage,  as  executors  as 
aforesaid,  of  10,0007. :  Profert  of  the  letters  testamentary. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — first,  not  guilty,  except  as  to  the  said  causes 
of  action  as  to  twelve  bucks,  one  stag,  eight  does,  and  four  fawns,  parcel 
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of  the  said  bnoks,  stags,  does,  and  fS^wns  respectiyely  in  the  dedaratiim 
mentioned, — secondly,  that,  except  as  aforesaid,  the  said  John,  Earl  of 
Abergavenny,  in  his  lifetime,  was  not  possessed,  neither  were  the  plain- 
tifis,  as  executors  as  aforesaid,  after  the  death  of  the  said  John,  Earl  of 
Abergayenny,  possessed  of  the  said  deer  or  other  animals  in  the  declara- 
4:771*1  ^^^^  mentioned,  or  any  of  *them,  as  of  his  or  their  own  property 
^  respectively, — ^thirdly,  that,  except  as  aforesaid,  the  said  deer  and 
other  animals  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  were  not,  nor  was  any  of 
them,  captured  and  reclaimed  from  their  natural  and  wild  state,  or  tamed 
or  kept  confined  or  enclosed, — fourthly,  payment  of  85Z.  into  court,  in 
respect  of  the  excepted  bucks,  stag,  does,  and  fawns. 

The  plaintiib  joined  issue  on  the  first  three  pleas,  and  took  the  851. 
out  of  court,  in  satisfaction  pro  tanto. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coltuak,  J.,  and  a  special  jury,  at  the 
sittings  at  Westminster,  after  Hilary  term,  1847. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  the  deer  which  were 
in  the  park  appertaining  to  Eridge  Gaatle,  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  the 
principal  country  residence  of  the  Earls  of  Abergavenny,  at  the  time  of 
the  decease  of  John,  the  late  earl,  on  the  12th  of  April,  1845. 

The  plaintifis  were  Richard  Morgan  and  Azariah  Elwood,  the  executors 
of  the  late  earl ;  the  defendant  was  his  brother,  who,  the  late  earl  hav- 
ing died  a  bachelor,  succeeded  to  the  title,  and  to  the  family  entailed 
estates. 

At  the  time  of  the  late  earl's  death,  the  deer  in  Eridge  Park  consisted 
of  five  hundred  and  forty  head  of  fallow-deer,  and  one  hundred  head  of 
red-deer,  in  what  was  called  the  Deer  Park,  twelve  bucks  in  a  place  called 
the  New  Park,  and  six  stags  and  two  bucks  which  were  stalled  for  fatting. 

Eridge  Park  was  an  ancient  park,  forming  part  of  the  ancient  manor 
of  Botherfield, — called  in  Domesday  Book  Beredfelle, — which,  it  seems, 
was  royal  demesne,  of  the  fee  of  Odo,  Bishop  of  Baieux,  brother  of 
William  the  Conqueror,  and  theretofore  held  by  the  Saxon  Earl  Godwin. 
In  Domesday  Book,  it  is  thus  described : — '^  The  land  consists  of  twenty- 
^7721  ^^  carucates'in  '^'demesne,  four  carucate8,(a)  and  fourteen  villeins, 
-^  with  six  bordarers,  having  fourteen  ploughs.  There  are  four  servi, 
and  wood  sufficient  to  feed  fourscore  hogs.  There  is  a  park.  In  the 
time  of  King  Edward  the  Confessor,  it  was  worth  16L ;  and  afterwards 
147. ;  now  12Z. :  and,  nevertheless,  renders  80Z."(6) 

The  substance  of  the  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffii  was 
as  follows : — 

In  modem  times,  Eridge  Old  Park  has  consisted  of  about  nine  hundred 
acres,  a  great  portion  of  which  is  of  a  rough,  wild  description,  contain- 
ing  a  considerable  quantity  of  fern,  brake,  and  gorse.  The  New  Park 
adjoining  consists  of  about  two  hundred  acres.  Some  additions  were 
about  forty  years  ago  made  to  the  Old  Park,  by  the  removal  of  portions 

(a)  About  2400  adm.  (6)  Vid^poti,  799  («>. 
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of  the  ancient  fences,  and  erecting  paling  aronnd  the  land^o  added. 
The  deer  usually  had  the  range  of  the  ^d  Park,  where  they  were  attended 
by  keepers,  and  fed  in  the  wint^  with  hay,  beans,  and  other  food.  The 
does  were  watched  in  the  falfing  season,  and  the  fawns  marked,  as  they 
were  dropped,  in  order  to  ascertain  their  age,  and  to  preserve  the  stock. 
At  times,  certain  of  the  deer  were  selected  from  the  herd,  and  caught, 
with  the  assistance  of  lurchers  muzzled  or  with  their  teeth  drawn,  and 
turned  into  an  enclosure  in  the  New  Park,  or  into  pens  or  stalls,  for  the 
purpose  of  fatting  them  for  consumption,  or  for  sale  to  renison-dealers. 
The  ordinary  mode  of  killing  them  was  by  shooting.  There  was  a 
slaughter-house  in  the  park,  for  preparing  and  dressing  the  carcases. 
Some  years  since,  a  great  number  of  deer  were  brought  to  Eridge  from 
Penshurst  and  other  places.  Deer  sometimes,  though  rarely,  escaped 
from  the  park,  by  leaping  over  the  fences.  Some  of  them  were  described 
as  being  very  tame,  coming  close  to  the  keepers  when  called  at  feeding 
times.  Witnesses  were  also  called  to  prove,  that,  of  late  years,  deer  have 
been  ^commonly  bought  and  sold  for  profit,  like  sheep  or  other  r^criro 
animals  kept  for  the  food  of  man.  *- 

The  plaintifis  also  put  in  the  will  of  Henry,  Earl  of  Abergavenny  (who 
died  on  the  27th  of  March,  1848),  dated  the  5th  of  March,  1839,  which 
contained  the  following  bequest  to  his  eldest  son,  the  late  earl : — <^  And 
I  further  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  said  son  John,  Lord  Viscount 
Kevill,  all  the  wine  and  other  liquors  which  may  be  in  the  messuage  or 
mansion-house  called  Eridge  Castle,  and  in  my  house  ia  Berkeley  Square, 
and  aU  my  carriages  and  horses,  and  all  my  deer,  and  all  such  other  live 
and  dead  stock  as  shall  be  in  or  about  the  said  messuage  or  mansion- 
house  of  Eridge  Castle  aforesaid,  or  in  and  about  my  house  in  Berkeley 
Square  aforesaid,^ or  in  the  parks,  pleasure-grounds,  plantations,  gar- 
dens, buildings,  offices,  and  appurtenances,  to  the  same,  or  either  of  them, 
belonging  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  or  elsewhere,"  &c. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  conversion  was  admitted :  but  it  was 
insisted  that  Eridge  Park  was  an  ancient  legal  park,  and  that  the  deer 
therein,  by  the  law  of  the  land,  were  not  personal  property,  but  formed 
part  of  the  inheritance. 

For  the  purpose  of  showing  Eridge  to  be  an  ancient  park,  reference 
wafe  made  to  the  passage  above  cited  from  Domesday  Book ;  and  the  fol- 
lowing documents  were  put  in : — ^An  inquisition  taken  in  the  23d  year 
of  the  reign  of  Edward  8,  upon  the  death  of  Hugh  de  Spencer ; — ^the 
will  of  George  Neville,  knight,  Lord  Bergavenny,  in  the  28  H.  8 ; — an 
act  of  parliament  of  the  2  &  8  P.  &  M.,  ^^  for  confirming  of  the  restitu- 
tion of  the  heirs  male  of  Sir  Edward  Ntmll,  knight,"  under  the  limita- 
tions of  which  the  family  estates  of  the  Earls  of  Abergavenny  are  held 
for  an  estate  in  tail  inalienable,  with  a  reversion  in  fee  to  the  crown ; — 
an  act  of  the  85  Eliz.  intituled  ^'an  act  concemynge  the  lands  of  r-^^A 
Henry,  late  Lord  Bergavenny,  deceased,"  ^passed  on  the  occasion  ^ 
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of  the  marriage  of  Henry  NeTilI,  the  then  tenant  in  tail  of  the  Aber- 
gavenny estates,  in  which  there  occnrs  the  following  description  of  the 
park  at  Eridge,  "  All  those  parks  or  walks  in  the  Forest  of  Waterdown, 
in  the  county  of  Sussex,  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  Eridge  Park 
and  Fant  Pitts  (being  now  made  into  one  park,  and  heretofore  divided 
into  two),  with  all  and  singular  their  and  every  of  their  appurtenances  ;*' 
— an  account  and  survey  of  the  Nevill  estates,  in  the  86  Eliz.,  making 
mention  of  the  park  of  Eridge ; — ^An  act  of  30  G.  8,  intituled  ^^  an  act 
to  confirm  a  lease  lately  made  by  Henry  Nevill,  Earl  of  Abergavenny, 
of  certain  entailed  mines  and  other  hereditaments  in  the  county  of  Mon- 
mouth, and  to  enable  granting  future  leases  of  the  said  entailed  mines 
and  other  hereditaments,  and  also  of  all  other  estates  of  which  the  said 
earl  is  seised  as  tenant  in  tail  male,  under  an  act  of  parliament  passed 
in  the  2d  and  8d  years  of  Bang  Philip  and  Queen  Mary,  and  under  the 
limitations  of  the  last  will  of  George,  Lord  Abergavenny,  in  the  said  act 
of  Philip  &  Mary  mentioned ;"  and  containing  the  following  exception^ 
*^  except  only  the  capital  messuage  or  mansion-house  now  called  Eridge 
Place,  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  and  the  park  called  Eridge  Park,"  &c. ; 
---and  an  act  of  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  18,  intituled  ^^  An  act  to  enable  the  grant- 
ing of  leases  of  certain  parts  of  the  estates  and  hereditaments  of  which 
the  Right  Hon.  Henry  Nevill,  Earl  of  Abergavenny,  is  seised  as  tenant  in 
tail  male  under  an  act  passed  in  the  second  and  third  years  of  the  reign 
of  King  Philip  and  Queen  Mary,  and  under  the  limitations  in  the  will 
of  George  Lord  Abergavenny  in  the  said  act  of  Philip  and  Mary  men- 
tioned ;"  and  also  several  leases  at  various  times  granted  by  the  succes- 
sive Earls  of  Abergavenny,  of  portions  of  the  property,  under  these 
powers. 

*  Several  witnesses  were  also  called,  to  prove  the  state  of  the  Old  Park, 
*7751  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  therein.     They  stated,  *that,  although  there  had 
^  been  recent  additions  to  the  ancient  park,  the  old  boundaries  were 
still  to  be  seen ;  and  that  the  deer  were  generally  in  a  very  wild  state. 

For  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  submitted,  that,  although  Eridge  Park  might 
originally  have  been  a  park  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term,  having  all 
the  incidents  of  a  legal  park, — ^vert,  venison,  and  enclosure, — ^it  had 
ceased  to  bear  that  character,  by  reason  of  the  manner  in  which  it  had 
in  modem  times  been  dealt  with ;  it  being  essential  that  the  boundaries 
of  an  ancient  park  should  be  strictly  preserved :  and  that,  by  the  mode 
in  which  the  deer  in  question  had  been  treated,  they  had  ceased  to  be 
feree  naturwy  and  had  become  mere  personal  property,  like  sheep  or  any 
other  domestic  animals. 

The  learned  judge,  in  his  summing  up,  told  the  jury,  that  the  main 
question  for  them  to  consider,  was,  whether  the  deer  in  dispute  were  to 
be  looked  upon  as  wild,  or  as  tame  and  reclaimed ;  and  that  it  had  been 
laid  down  by  the  best  authorities  upon  the  subject,  that  deer  in  a  park, 
conies  in  a  warren,  and  doves  in  a  dove-cote,  generally  speaking,  go  with 
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the  inheritance  to  the  heir,(a)  or,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the 
estate  does  not  go  exactly  in  heirship,  but  under  the  limitations  of  an 
act  of  parliament,  to  the  person  next  entitled  under  the  parliamentary 
dettlement ;  bnt  that  the  role  was  subject  to  this  exception, — ^that,  if  the 
j^nimals  are  no  longer  in  their  wild  state,  but  are  so  reduced  as  to  be 
considered  tame  and  reclaimed,  in  that  case  they  go  to  the  executors, 
^nd  not  to  the  heir.  He  then  proceeded,  in  substance,  as  follows  :-^A 
large  body  of  evidence  has  been  laid  before  you,  for  the  '''purpose  w-^»mf* 
of  satisfying  you  that  Eridge  Park  was  an  ancient  park,  having  ^ 
all  the  incidents  and  privileges  of  an  ancient  park,  to  which  rights 
formerly  appertained  which  are  now  comparatively  valu^ss.  But  the 
question  will  not  turn  upon  whether  Eridge  was  or  was  not  an  ancient 
park ;  though,  at  the  same  time,  it  may  be  desirable,  if  you  are  able  to 
form  an  opinion  upon  it,  that  you  should  state  it.  Undoubtedly,  one 
who  has  an  ancient  park,  having  the  rights  and  incidents  of  a  legal  park, 
ought  to  preserve  the  boundaries  within  which  he  claims  to  exercise  those 
rights :  and  probably  there  can  be  no  doubt,  that,  if  the  boundaries  are 
so  effaced  that  they  cannot  be  distinctly  ascertained,  his  franchise,  as 
ilgainst  the  crown,  would  be  lost.  But  that  is  a  matter  which  does  not, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  very  much  concern  the  question  now  before  us; 
because,  though  some  rights  might  be  forfeited  by  the  destruction  of  the 
Ancient  boundaries,  still,  the  nature  of  the  animals  would  remain 
unchanged.  That  deer,  when  caught,  and  enclosed  in  a  pen,  would  pass 
to  the  executors,  there  can  be  no  doubt ;  and,  probably,  if  animals  of 
this  sort  were  enclosed  in  a  small  field,  well  fenced  round,  and  well  kept, 
it  could  hardly  be  said  that  they  were  not  so  far  reduced  into  immediate 
possession,  as  to  become  personal  property.  It  is  quite  admitted,  upon 
the  evidence  on  the  one  side  and  on  the  other,  that  there  have  been,  from 
time  to  time,  additions  made  to  what  formerly  constituted  Eridge  Park ; 
though  there  is  some  difference  as  to  the  quantity.  And,  observing 
upon  the  documentary  evidence  put  in  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the 
learned  judge  said, — ^with  reference  to  the  extract  from  Domesday 
Book,  and  to  the  inquisition  taken  in  the  reign  of  Edward  the  Third, 
tipon  the  death  of  Hugh  de  Spencer, — ^that,  at  that  period,  when  the 
forest  laws  were  in  full  vigour,  whenever  a  ^^  park"  was  mentioned,  it  must 
be  understood  to  '''mean  a  legal  park.  And  he  concluded  by  r^fc^^r* 
aaking  the  opinion  of  the  jury  upon  two  questions  which  he  gave  '-  '  ' 
them  in  writing, — ^first,  whether  Eridge  Park  was  an  ancient  park,  with 
all  the  incidents  of  a  legal  park, — secondly,  whether  the  boundaries  could* 
be  ascertained  by  distinct  marks  :  telling  them  that  the  principal  question 

.  («)  To  this  part  of  the  roling,  the  plaintitia'  counsel  excepted^ — contending  that  the  rale  o£iair 
is,  not  that  deer  in  a  park  paas  with  the  inheritance,  hut  that  they  are  not  the  subject  of  propertx* 
at  all  whilst  in  a  wild  state;  and  that  the  mere  oircnmstance  of  their  being  in  an  enclosed  pat^ 
BMide  them  personal  property,  nnietg  tho  enclosure  was  a  park  with  all  the  rights  and  inoadenta 
•f  an  ancient  and  legal  park. 
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waSy  whether  they  found  for  the  plaintilEi  or  for  Uie  defendant^  theodien 
being  only  inddentaL 

The  jory  retired,  and,  after  a  protracted  abeenoe,  retomed  into  ooort^ 
the  judge  having  left ;  when,  upon  the  aeaociate  asking  them  whether 
they  found  for  the  plaintifi  or  for  the  defendant,  the  foreman  anawered^ 
— *^  We  find, — ^first,  that  it  waa  originally  a  legal  park,  but  that  its  boim* 
daries  haye  been  altered  and  enlarged, — secondly,  we  find  that  the  deer 
have  been  reclaimed  from  their  natural  wild  state.  What  the  effect  of 
that  opinion  is,  we  are  not  lawyers  enough  to  say/' 

The  assocmte  declining  to  receive  thdr  verdict  in  that  form,  the  jury 
again  retired,  and,  after  a  short  absence,  returned  into  court,  the  fore- 
man (addressing  the  associate)  saying, — "  Yon  may  take  it  in  the  first 
instance  as  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifb."  The  associate  then  asked, — ^^  Do 
you  find  that  there  was  an  ancient  park,  with  the  incidents  of  a  leg^ 
park?"  To  which  the  foreman  answered, — '^  We  find  that  it  was  on* 
ginally  a  legal  park,  but  that  its  boundaries  have  been  altered  and  en- 
larged/' Associate, — ^^  Do  you  find  that  there  was  an  ancient  park,  with 
the  incidents  of  a  legal  park  ?"  For^nan, — '^  Yes/'  Associate, — ^^  Do 
you  find  that  there  were  distinct  marks  by  which  the  boundaries  could  be 
ascertained  7"    Foreman, — '^Yee,  there  were/' 

The  verdict  was  accordingly  entered  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Talfourdj  Serjt.,  in  the  following  Easter  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
*77A1  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds, — *first,  that  there  had  been  no  oom> 
-■  plete  finding  by  the  jury,  they  not  having  distinctly  answered  the 
real  questicm  which  was  submitted  to  them,  viz.  whether  the  deer  were 
wild  or  reclaimed ; — secondly,  that  the  learned  judge  misdirected  the 
jury,  in  presenting  the  case  to  them  as  if  the  existence  or  non-existence 
of  Eridge  Park,  with  all  the  legal  incidents  of  a  park,  was  a  mere  col* 
lateral  question,  whereas  it  was  of  the  very  essence  of  the  inquiry ;  Co. 
Litt.  8  a ;  The  Case  of  Swans,  7  Go.  Rep.  17  b ;  Davies  v.  Powell, 
Willes,  46 ; — thirdly,  that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the 
finding. 

Humphry f  ChanneUy  Serjt.,  and  BwiUj  in  Easter  term,  1848,  showed 
cause.  There  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  the  jury  did  not  by  their 
verdict  dispose  of  the  substantial  question  which  was  presented  to  them 
by  the  learned  judge,  viz.  whether  the  deer  in  Eridge  Park  were  wOd,  or 
tame  and  reclahned.  The  jury  were  distinctly  told,  that,  as  they  found 
that  question  one  way  or  the  other,  their  vercUct  must  be  for  ihe  plain* 
tiffs  or  for  the  defendant :  and  they  found  for  the  plaintiffs, — and,  fur- 
ther, they  expressly  said  that  they  found  that  the  deer  had  been  redaimed 
from  their  natural  wild  state. 

The  objection  to  the  learned  judge's  direction,  in  substance,  is,  that 
he  ought  not  to  have  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  deer  were 
reclaimed  or  not,  but  whether  they  were  kept  in  a  place  having  the 
incidents  of  a  legal  park.    It  is  submitted  that  the  direction  was  cor- 
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seet.  The  real  question  to  be  oowudered  is,  whether  the  deer  wefle 
in  such  a  state  as  to  be  the  subject  of  pro|>ertj :  MaQooke  v,  Bas^, 
S  Ley.  227.  In  The  Case  of  Swans,  it  is  said:  <'A  man  hath  ^o( 
'absolate  property  in  anything  which  is /era?  natur»j  but  in  those  rit^i^ 
which  are  damita^  naturm.  Where  a  man  hath  savage  beasts  m-  ^ 
tiane  privilegtiy  as,  by  reason  of  a  park,  warren,  &c.,  he  hath  not  any 
property  in  the  deer,  or  conies,  or  pheasants,  or  partridges ;  and  there- 
fore, in  an  action  qtiod  parcwniy  warrewnumy  ^c,  fregii  et  intrav\  et  8 
damasy  leporea,  euniculoBy  pha$ianMj  perdrieeSy  cepU  et  asporta^ity  he 
shall  not  say,  'sttM,'  for,  he  hath  no  property  in  them,  but  they  do  be- 
long to  him,  ^ratione  prhileg\  for  his  game  and  pleasure,  so  long,  as 
they  remain  in  the  privileged  place ;  for,  if  the  owner  of  the  park  dies, 
his  heir  shall  have  them,  and  not  his  executors  or  administrators,  because, 
without  them,  the  park,  which  is  an  inheritance,  is  not  complete."  The 
law  there  laid  down,  is  not  disputed.  So,  in  Com.  Dig.  Biens  (B.)  it  is 
Hdd,(a)  that  "  deer  in  a  park,  conies  in  a  warren,  and  doves  in  a  dove- 
house,  go  with  the  inheritance  to  the  heir."  Again,  in  Biens  (F.),  it  is 
said :  *^  In  things  which  are  farw  natwrwy  none  can  have  an  absolute 
property ;  as,  in  deer,  conies,  &c.  Tet  a  man  may  have  a  qufdified  or 
possessory  property  in  them ;  as,  if  deer,  &c.,  are  tame.  So,  if  the 
possession  be  ratione  privUegii  only,  he  has  no  property  in  them ;  as,  if 
deer  are  in  a  park,  conies  in  a  warren,  kc.'\b)  The  question  underwent 
much  discussion  in  Davies  v.  Powell,  Willes,  46,  where  Willbs,  G.  J*, 
says,  ^^  I  do  admit  that  it  is  generally  laid  down  as  a  rule,  in  the  old 
books,  that  deer,  conies,  &c.,  are  ferm  naiursBy  and  that  they  are  not 
distrainable ;  and  a  man  can  only  have  a  property  in  them  ratione  loci. 
And  therefore,  in  The  Case  of  Swans,  and  in  several  other  books  there 
cited,  it  is  laid  down  as  a  rule,  that,  where  a  man  brings  an  action  for 
chasing  and  taking  away  deer,  hares,  rabbits,  &c.,  he  *shall  not  r«Y80 
say  'suos,'  because  he  has  them  only  for  his  game  and  pleasure,  ^ 
ratione  privilegiiy  whilst  they  are  in  his  park,  warren,  &c.  But  thero 
are  writs  in  the  Register,  fo.  102,  a  book  of  the  greatest  authority,  and 
several  other  places  in  that  book,  which  show  that  this  rule  is  not  always 
adhered  to.  The  writ  in  fo.  102  is  Square  ehmmm  ipHuB  A.  f regit  et 
mtravit,  euniculos  sues  eepit.*  The  reason  given  for  this  opinion,  in  the 
books,  why  they  are  not  distrainable,  is,  that  a  man  can  have  no  valuable 
property  in  them.  But  the  rule  is  plainly  too  general ;  for,  the  rule  in 
Oo.  Litt.  is  extended  to  dogs ;  yet  it  is  clear  now  that  a  man  may  have  a 
valuable  property  in  a  dog.  Trover  has  been  several  times  brought  for 
a  dog,  and  great  damages  have  been  recovered.  Besides,  the  nature  of 
things  is  now  very  much  altered,  and  the  reason  which  is  given  for  the 
rule,  fails.  Deer  were  formerly  kept  only  in  forests  or  chases,  or  such 
parks  as  were  parks  either  by  grant  or  prescription,  and  were  coiittdered 
rather  as  things  of  pleasure  than  of  profit :  but  now  they  are  frequently 

(a)  Citing  Co.  Lit  8  ■,  ucd  1  EdL  Abr.  916,  L  60.  (6)  Giting  7  Co.  Rep.  IT  b. 
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kept  in  enolosed  groimdB  which  are  not  properly  parks,  and  are  kept  prin- 
cipally for  the  Bake  of  profit ;  and  therefore  moat  be  considered  as  other 
cattle/'  In  Williams  on  Execntors,  4th  edit  yoI.  i.,  p*  591,  it  is  said: 
*'  The  animals  which  a  man  has  ratione  privSegiij  are  considered  as  ino- 
dent  to  the  freehold  and  inheritance,  and  do  not  pass  to  the  ezecntor  Or 
administrator.  Thus,  deer  in  a  park  {u  e.  as  it  shonld  se^n,  in  a  park 
properly  so  called,  which  most  be  either  by  grant  or  prescription),  conies 
in  a  warren,  doves  in  a  dove-house,  will  not  go  to  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator;  and  the  reason  assigned  by  Lord  Coke,(a)  is,  because,  without  them, 
the  inheritance  would  be  incomplete.  Another  and  more  obrious  reasdb 
*7811  *ii^o^^io^^  ^7  Lord  Coke,  in  the  same  case,  is,  that  the  deceased 
"^  had  not  any  property  in  them."  Assuming  Bridge  Park  to  have 
been  a  park*  in  the  strict  legal  sense,  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge 
to  the  jury  was  free  from  objection.  And,  supposing  it  not  to  have  be^ 
a  legal  park,  the  executors  are,  beyond  all  doubt,  entitled  to  recover. 
If  it  were  not  a  legal  park,  the  mere  act  of  enclosing  and  fencing  in  the 
deer,  was  exercising  a  dominion  over  them,  which  prevented  their  being 
considered  as  being /era?  naturse.  That  this  place  had  lost  its  legal 
character  and  existence  as  a  park,  before  the  late  earl's  time,  is  clear 
from  all  the  eridence  on  both  sides.  Vert,  venison,  and  enclosure  are 
essential  incidents  of  a  legal  park.  [Maulb,  J.  By  that  you  under- 
stand, wild  deer,  feed,  and  enclosure.]  Precisely  so.  [Maulb,  J.  You 
say  that  wild  deer  in  a  legal  park  go  to  the  heir.  To  whom  wouH 
wHd  deer  in  a  usurped  park  go  ?]  They  would  be  nuUius  in  bonis.  Bj^ 
altering  or  not  keeping  up  the  ancient  enclosures,  or  by  the  destruction 
of  all  the  deer  therein, — ^Withers  t^.  Iseham,  Dyer,  70  a,  Sir  Charles 
Howard's  case,  Gro.  Car.  59, — the  place  becomes  disparked.  Lord  Coke 
says  (Co.  Litt.  58  a) :  "  If  the  tenant  of  a  dove-house,  warren,  parke, 
vivary,  estangues,  or  the  like,  do  take  so  many,  as  such  sufficient  store 
be  not  left  as  he  found  when  he  came  in,  this  is  waste ;  and,  to  suffer 
the  pale  to  decay,  whereby  the  deer  is  dispersed^  is  waste."  The  like  is 
laid  down  by  Manwood,  J.,  in  Vanvasor's  case,  2  Leon.  222,  and  by 
Lord  HoBABT,  in  Cowper  v,  Andrews,  Hobart,  89.  Lord  Coke,  com- 
menting on  the  word  **Parke^*'  in  Litt.  §  878,  says  (Co.  Litt.  283  a): 
^^  This  should  be  written  parque^  which  is  a  French  word,  and  signifieth 
*7821  *^**  which  we  vulgarly  call  a  parke,  of  the  French  *word  parquet^ 
to  imparke  or  enclose.  It  is  called  in  Domesday,  Parens.  In* 
law,  it  signifieth  a  great  quantity  of  ground  enclosed,  privileged  for  wild 
beasta  of  chase,  by  prescription,  or  by  the  King's  grant.  A  forest  and 
chase  are  not,  but  a  parke  must  (e,  enclosed.*'  The  same  learned  author, 
in  2  Lrat.  199,  observing  upon  the  word  "park,"  in  the  stat.  of  West.  S, 
c.  20,  says :  "  This  is  understood  of  a  lawful  park,  whereunto  three  things 
are  required, — ^1.  A  liberty,  either  by  grant,  as  is  aforesaid,  or  by  pre- 

(«;  Go.  Utt  8  a;  t  Oo.  R^  It  k 
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scriptioxiy — 2«  Bncloeare  by  pale,  wall,  or  hedge — And  8.  Beasts  savages 
of  the  parke*"  Again,  in  4  Inst.  317,  he  says :  ^'  Seeing  the  jarisdiotion 
of  the  forest  is  local,  the  law  of  the  forest  hath  provided  that  the  forest 
^ould  be  enclosed  by  metes  and  bounds,  which  indeed  are  the  enclosure 
of  the  forest ;  for,  as  parks  are  enclosed  with  wall,  pale,  or  hedges,  so 
forest  and  chases  are  enclosed  by  metes  and  bounds ;  and,  as  a  parke 
cannot  be  a  parke  without  9uch  an  enclosure  in  deedy  as  is  aforesaid,  so 
it  can  be  neither  forest  nor  chase  without  an  enclosnre  in  law,  that  is,  by 
metes  and  bounds.''  In  The  King  v.  Sir  John  Byron,  Sir  John  Bridge 
man,  23,  26, — in  a  quo  warranto^  ^*  for  that  the  defendant  for  a  year  past 
hath  used  and  yet  doth  use,  without  any  warrant,  within  the  manor  of 
Golswick,  in  the  county  of  Nottingham,  within  the  bounds  of  the  King's 
forest  of  Sherwood,  and  within  the  regnards  of  the  same  forest,  to  have  a 
park  within  the  said  manor,  with  a  pale,  hedge,  and  ditch  enclosed,  being 
two  hundred  acres  of  pasture,  and  a  hundred  acres  of  wood,  within  the  said 
park,  et  ad  venandum^  eapiendum^  occidendum,  et  opportandum^  in  the 
said  park  and  two  hundred  acres  of  pasture  and  a  hundred  acres  of  wood, 
onmes  et  omnimodae  daman  domini  Regis  forestae  sucb  prcediet.  in  pareum 
*prcedicL  et  prasdict,  200  acr.  pasiurce  et  100  acr.  hosei  aliquo  |-^,.qo 
tempore  venand,^  nee  aliquce  cXinB  personce  qucecnnq,  tntromittan-  ^ 
tur  ad  venandum  et  fugandum  intra  pareum  prcedictum  et  200  aer. 
pasturce  et  100  acr.  bosciy  sine  licentia  defendentiSy* — the  chief  justice 
S|bys :  *M  agree  that  one  may  have  a  park  within  a  forest,  by  prescrip- 
tion or  by  grant ;  but  then  the  same  ought  to  be  kept  so  enclosed  that 
the  beasts  of  the  forest  cannot  enter  into  the  park,  which  if  not  done, 
it  is  a  forfeiture  of  the  liberty  of  the  park  ;  and  so  it  is,  if  he  have  a 
si^lterie,  or  deer-leap;  for,  the  nature  of  a  park  is  to  be  enclosed; 
a^d  in  10  H.  7,  6,(a)  it  is  said  that  a  park  consists  of  soile, 
enclosure,  and  game.  And  in  the  15  Edw.  8,  Thomas,  Earl  of  Lan- 
caster, lord  of  a  forest,  did  grant  leave  to  one  John  Harrington,  to 
make  a  park  within  the  said  forest ;  and  there  it  is  adjudged,  that,  if  the 
grantee  does  so  slightly  enclose  the  park,  so  that  the  forest  beasts  may 
get  in  there,  that  it  is  a  forfeiture,  and  the  lord  of  the  forest  may  enter 
and  take  the  deer."(i)  So,  in  Com.  Dig.  Ohxise  (B.),  it  is  said  :(<?)  "  A 
chase  is  the  same  liberty  as  a  park,  save  that  it  is  not  enclosed."  (0.) 
*^  A  park  is  a  territory  enclosed,  which  has  a  privilege  for  beasts  of 
chase,  by  prescription  or  the  King's  grant.({2)  And  the  owner  may 
dispark  his  park,  if  he  grants  or  destroys  all  the  venison,  vert,  or 
eaclosure."(e)  The  same  doctrine  is  to  be  found  in  2  Bl.  Gomm.  88, 
and  in  Chitty's  Prerogatives  of  the  Grown,  140,  141.  Reliance  will 
probably  be  placed,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  upon  the  case  of 

(c)  M.  10,  H.  7,  r<K  6»  pi.  12. 

{h)  And  see  Msovood't  For«a^  Lawa,  3d  edit  i>.  90. 

(e)  Citing  Manw.  52. 

{d)  CiUng  Co.  LtU.  233  n»  1  Inst  199,  Sir  J.  Bridgmnii,  SS. 

(c)  Citing  Sir  Cliiurlei  Howard's  cnsa,  Cro.  Car.  69. 
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JftiooBieir  Forest,  Gro.  Jac.  165,  where  Sir  Bdward  Ookb  sud — ^  it  bad  beea 
♦7^/11  ^J^^S^  ^^^  ^®  noD-Qser  of  a  fair  or  market,  ''^or  courts,  or  tsaA 
-I  like  liberties,  wherein  the  snbjectB  haye  interest  for  their  common 
profit  or  common  justice,  is  canse  of  seixnre  of  them :  bat  the  non-mrar 
of  parks  or  warrens,  or  snch  like,  which  are  to  the  profit  only  or  ple»- 
sore  of  the  owner,  is  not  any  cause  of  their  loss  or  forfeiture."  But 
that  was  the  case  of  a  park  in  a  forest*  In  Manwood's  Forest  Laws, 
edit.  1665  (8d)  c  1,  s.  5,  p.  52,  it  is  said :  **  As  a  forest,  in  his  own 
proper  nature,  is  the  most  highest  franchise  of  noble  and  princely  ple^ 
sure  that  can  be  incident  unto  the  crown  and  royal  dignity  of  a  prince, 
so  the  next  in  degree  unto  it,  is,  a  liberty  of  a  franke  chase.  A  chase 
in  one  degree  is  the  self  same  thing  that  a  park  is ;  and  there  is  no 
diversity  between  them,  save  only  that  a  park  is  enchsed,  and  a  chase  is 
always  open,  and  not  enclosed."  In  Cruise's  .Digest,  Vol.  III.,  Tide 
xxvii.  FranehiseSj  pi.  15,  16,  p.  245,  it  is  said :  "  A  park  is  an  enclosed 
chase,  extending  over  a  person's  own  grounds,  privileged  for  beasts  ef 
venery,  and  beasts  of  forest  and  chase,  by  the  King's  grant  or  prescrip- 
tion. And  it  appears  from  the  Ordinatio  de  Libertatiius  perquirendi$j 
27  Edw.  1,  that  those  who  would  purchase  a  new  park  should  have 
writs  of  inquiry  out  of  Chancery,  and  there  make  fine  for  the  paric 
having.  And,  in  Madoz's  History  of  the  Exchequer,  there  is  an  instance 
of  a  person  being  fined  forty  marks  for  making  a  park  without  the  King's 
license.  To  a  park,  three  things  are  necessary, — 1.  A  grant  from  the 
crown, — 2.  Enclosures  by  pale,  wall,  or  hedge, — 8.  Beasts  of  park,  svtA 
as  buck,  doe,  &c.  And,  where  all  the  deer  are  destroyed,  it  shall  no  more 
be  accounted  a  park ;  which  consists  of  vert,  venison,  and  enclosure ;  fol", 
if  it  be  determined  in  any  of  thescy  it  is  a  total  disparking"  So,  in  Bae. 
Abr.  Ganuj  it  is  said :  ^'  The  wild  animals,  such  as  deers,  hares,  foxee, 
^7851  *^^'9  ^^  understood  to  be  those  which,  by  reason  of  their  swiftness 
or  fierceness,  fly  the  dominion  of  man ;  and  in  these  no  person 
can  have  a  property,  unless  they  be  tamed  or  reclaimed  by  him :  and,  as 
property  is  the  power  that  a  man  hath  over  any  other  thing  for  his  own 
use,  and  the  ability  that  he  has  to  apply  it  to  the  sustentation  of  his  being, 
when  the  power  ceases,  his  property  is  lost ;  and.  by  consequence,  an  ani- 
mal of  this  kind  which  after  my  seizure  escapes  into  the  wild  common  of 
nature,  and  asserts  its  own  liberty  by  its  swiftness,  is  no  more  mine  than 
any  creature  in  the  Indies,  because  I  have  it  no  longer  in  my  power  or 
disposal.  Hence,  it  appears,  that,  by  the  common  law,  every  man  had' 
an  equal  right  to  such  creatures  as  were  not  naturally  under  the  power 
of  man,  and  that  the  mere  caption  or  seizure  created  a  property  in  them. 
By  immediate  manucaption,  or  taking  them  and  killing  them,  they 
belong  to  such  person,  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  chattels,  and  can- 
not be  violated  from  him,  since  the  first  seizure  and  caption  was  8u£Bcient 
to  vest  the  property  of  them  in  him.  By  taking  and  taming  them,  they 
belong  to  the  owner,  as  do  all  the  other  tame  animals,  so  long  as  they  con- 
tinue in  this  condition,  that  is,  as  long  as  they  can  be  considered  to  have  the 
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mind  of  returning  to  their  masters ;  for,  irhile  they  appear  to  be  in  tliiir 
8lkte,  they  are  plainly  the  owner's,  and  ought  not  to  be  violated :  but, 
when  they  forsake  the  houses  and  habitations  of  man,  and  betake  them- 
selves to  the  woods,  they  are  then  the  property  of  any  man.  Another 
way  of  gaining  property  in  them,  is,  by  enelosure,  and  then  the  beasts 
must  be  understood  to  be  mine,  as  the  profits  of  the  soil  itself  are,  aiid  they 
can  no  more  be  taken  and  carried  off  than  any  other  profits  of  the  land : 
and,  therefore,  if  deer  be  enclosed  in  a  park  or  paddock,  conies  in  a  field 
or  warren,  they  become  so  my  own  that  no  man  ought  to  kill  or  take 
'''them  away.  And,  since  in  this  case  it  is  the  enclosure  only  that  r*>Tog 
retains  them  (for,  take  away  the  enclosure,  and  they  are  in  their  ^ 
natural  liberty),  therefore  the  party  is  said  to  have  right  as  he  hath  to  any 
other  profits  there  enclosed,  and  a  distinct  and  independent  right  in  every 
animal."  ^'  An  action  of  trespass  Inay  be  brbught  for  taking  a  man's  deer 
in  a  park  or  chase,  or  conies  in  his  warren,  for,  the  law  takes  notice  that 
they  are  enclosed,  because  these  are  the  proper  enclosures  for  that  purpose; 
and,  consequently,  those  beasts  are  not  in  their  natural  liberty,  and  diere- 
fore  the  property  is  in  the  plaintiff."  [Cresswell,  J.  That  is  not  quite 
accurate,  because  a  chase  is  unenclosed.]  Much  learning  upon  this  subject 
is  to  be  foundin  the  judgment  of  BatleY,  J.,  in  Hannan  v.  Mockett,  2 
B.  &  G.  924,  4  D.  &  R.  518,  where  most  of  the  authorities  upon  the 
subject  were  considered.  Here,  the  evidence  clearly  showed  that  the 
ancient  enclosure  of  Eridge  Park  had  not  been  preserved,  and  consequently 
that  a  condition  of  the  presumed  grant  had  not  been  observed :  and  th^ 
forfeiture  of  the  franchise  is  not  cured  by  the  finding  of  the  jury,  that 
the  old  boundaries  were  still  ascertainable.  In  the  judgment  already 
adverted  to  in  Davies  v.  Powell,  Willbs,  C.  J.,  says:  "When  the 
nature  of  things  changed,  the  ruled  of  law  must  change  too.  When  it 
was  holden  that  deer  were  not  distrainable,  it  was  because  they  were  kept 
principally  for  pleasure,  and  not  for  profit,  and  were  not  sold  and  turned 
into  money,  as  they  are  now.  But  now  they  are  become  as  much  a  sort 
of  husbandry,  as  horses,  cows,  sheep,  or  any  other  cattle.  Whenever 
they  are  so,  and  it  is  universally  known,  it  would  be  ridiculous  to  sny 
that,  when  they  are  kept  merely  for  profit,  they  are  not  distrainable,  as 
other  cattle,  though  it  has  been  holden  that  they  were  not  so  when  they 
were  *kept  only  for  pleasure.  Th6  ruks  concerning  personal  r^iroi* 
eistates,  whioh  were  laid  down  when  personal  estates  were  but  ^ 
small  in  proportion  to  lands,  are  quite  varied,  both  in  courts  of  law  afid 
equity,  now  that  personal  estates  are  so  much  increased,  and  become^  so 
considerable  a  part  of  the  property  of  this  kingdom.  Therefore,  without 
contradicting  the  reasons  which  are  laid  down  concerning  this  matter  iii 
the  ancient  books,  and  without  determining  anything  with  respect  to  deer 
in  forests  and  chases,  or  parks  properly  so  ealledy  concerning  which  we 
do  not  think  it  necessary  to  determine  anything  at  present,  we  are  all  of 
opinion  that  we  are  well  warranted  by  the  pleadings  to  determine  that 
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these  deer,  under  the  circiiinstances  in  which  they  appear  to  hare  been 
at  the  time  when  this  distress  was  taken,  were  properly  and  legally  dis- 
^  trained  for  the  rent  that  was  in  arrear."  The  opinion  of  the  jury  in 
this  case  coincides  exactly  with  that  of  the  judges  in  that  case* 

Talfourd  and  Byle9^  Serjts.,  and  WtUeSy  in  support  of  the  rule.  There 
has  been  no  satisfactory  finding  by  the  jury.  The  simple  question  left 
to  them  was,  whether  these  deer  were  tame  and  reclaimed,  or  wild :  the 
other  two  questions  were  put  to  them  rather  for  the  future  guidance  of 
the  court  in  banco.  It  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  jury  were  unani> 
mous  upon  the  first  question ;  it  may  be  doubted  whether  their  hesitation 
arose  from  the  effect  of  their  answers  to  the  two  other  questions,  or  upon 
the  answers  themselves.  [Maule,  J.  The  learned  judge  told  the  jury 
to  find  for  plaintiffs  or  defendant,  as  they  found  that  the  animals  were 
tame  or  wild :  and  they  found  for  the  plaintiffs.  Surely  that  was  a  suffi* 
cient  finding.] 

The  question  whether  the  animals  were  wild,  or  tame  and  reclaimed, 
»7ftftl  was  submitted  to  the  jury  entirely  .upon  *the  state  of  the  animals 
-I  themselves,  and  the  condition  of  the  enclosure.  That,  it  is  sub- 
•mitted,  was  not  correct.  The  question  which  ought  to  have  been  pre- 
sented to  the  jury,  was  excluded,  viz.  whether  Eridge  Park  was  a  place 
which  still  retained  all  the  incidents  of  a  legal  park,  or  whether  it  had 
become  disparked  by  reason  of  the  alterations  which  appeared  to  have 
been  made  in  its  boundaries.  It  is  clear,  from  the  old  authorities  which 
have  been  cited,  that  deer  in  a  legal  park  go  to  the  heir,  and  not  to  the 
executor.  They  form,  as  Lord  Coke  says,  the  ornament  of  the  inhe- 
ritance, which  would  be  incomplete  without  them.  It  is  said  on  the 
other  side,  that  the  legal  incidents  of  a  park,  properly  so  called,  are,  vert, 
venison,  and  enclosure ;  and  that  the  destruction  of  either  of  these,  ip9o 
facto  operates  as  a  destruction  of  the  franchise.  If  venison  be  indis- 
pensable to  the  subsistence  of  the  franchise,  it  would  be  strange,  indeed,  if 
it  should  be  held  to  be  destroyed,  unless  each  successive  possessor  thought 
fit  to  bequeath  the  deer  to  the  person  next  entitled  to  the  inheritance. 
And  yet  such  is  the  inevitable  result  of  the  argument  on  the  other  side* 
It  is  contended,  upon  the  supposed  authority  of  some  obiter  dicta  in  Davies 
V.  Powell,  that  deer  no  longer  possess  the  characteristics  which  marked 
them  formerly.  That,  however,  is  begging  the  whole  question.  It  is  fur- 
ther contended  that  the  unauthorized  extension  of  an  ancient  park,  des- 
troys the  whole  francise.  But  for  that  no  authority  was  cited.  [Wildb, 
0.  J.  Suppose  the  park  were  greatly  extended,  and  the  number  of  deer 
therein  proportionately  increased,  would  the  heir  be  entitled  to  claim  the 
whole  herd,  by  reason  of  the  original  existence  of  the  more  limited  fran- 
chise 7]  It  might  be  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  the  deer  were  increased 
to  an  unreasonable  extent.  Additions  to  the  stock  go  to  the  heir :  Co.  Litt. 
*7ftQl  ^*  '^^  ^^^  rights  of  the  succeeding  tenant  in  tail  to  be  affected 
-I  by  his  ^predecessor's  extension  of  the  enclosure  ?    In  the  ca^e 
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of  Leicester  Forest,  Gro.  Jac.  155,  it  was  resolved  by  all  the  court 
^  that  parks  being  laid  open  to  forests  for  forty  years,  may  yet  be  en- 
closed again ;  and  they  may  kill  any  deer  that  come  therein."  [Maulb, 
J.  It  may  be  that  the  tenant  in  tail  would  be  a  wrong-doer,  in  pro^ 
trating  fences,  so  as  to  give  the  deer  a  larger  circuit  than  he  had  lawful 
right  to.]  It  may  be  that  the  Grown  might  complain  of  the  additions 
made  to  the  park :  but  it  concerns  not  the  subject.  [Maule,  J.  WHi 
deer  in  a  park,  no  doubt,  go  to  the  heir.  Do  you  contend  that  reclaimed 
deer  which  are  kept  in  a  legal  park,  also  go  to  the  heir  ?]  They  do,  pro- 
vided they  have  the  range  of  the  park,  as  the  deer  in  question  had. 
[WiLDB,  G.  J.  What  would  be  a  reclaiming  of  deer  in  a  park,  except 
what  was  done  with  the  deer  in  this  case  ?]  Justinian's  Institutes,  Lib. 
n.,  tit  I.,  §  12,  contains  all  that  is  worth  looking  at  out  of  the  law  of 
this  country,  upon  this  subject : — '*  Ferss  igitur  bestiee,  et  volticres^  et 
pisceSj  et  omnia  animalia  qu«  mari,  eoeloj  et  terra  na%cuntur ;  simtU 
atque  ah  aliquo  eapta  ftLerint^  jure  gentium  statim  illius  esse  incipiunt: 
quod  enim  ante  nuUius  estj  id^  naturali  ratione^  oceupanti  eoneeditur: 
nee  interest,  feras  beMias  et  volucres  utrum  in  suo  fundo  quis  capiat j  an 
in  alieno.  Planij  qui  alienum  fundum  ingreditur,  venandi^  aut  aucu- 
pandi  gratid,  potest  d  domino^  si  is  prseviderity  prohiberi  ne  ingrediatur, 
Quiequid  autem  eorum  eeperis,  eo  usque  tuum  esse  intelligitury  donee  tud 
eustodid  eoereetur.  Oum  vero  tuam  evaserit  eustodiam^  et  in  libertatem 
naturalem  sese  redperity  tuum  esse  desinity  et  rursus  occupantis  fit.  Natur 
ralem  autem  libertatem  reeipere  intelligiturj  cum  vel  oculos  tuos  effugeritj 
vel  ita  sit  in  conspeetu  tiMj  ut  difficUis  sit  ejus  persectUio."  There  is  a 
marked  difference  between  the  Roman  law  and  the  law  of  this  country 
upon  this  *subject.  "In  the  view  of  the  Romans,"  says  Dr.  r^^n^ 
Ignatius  Kauffman,  in  a  note  to  the  12th  edition  of  Professor  ^ 
Mackeldey's  Gompendium  of  Modem  Givil  Law,  p.  277,  ^^  animalia  ferq, 
or  wild  weasts,  were  res  nuUius  ;  hence,  the  property  in  them  ceased  as 
soon  as  they  had  made  their  escape.  The  property  hi  animalia  mansue- 
faetOj  or  tamed  animals,  e.  g,  deer,  pigeons,  peacocks,  bees,  or  a  tamed 
bear,  is  lost  as  soon  as  they  have  returned  to  their  natural  wild  state,  and 
have  escaped  from  our  sight  {cum  oculos  effugerint).  Animalia  mansuetMy 
t.  e.  animals  whose  nature  renders  them  familiar  with  man,  as  e,  g>  do- 
mestic animals,  fowls,  &c.,  are  objects  of  private  property,  and  conse- 
quently are  not  acquired  by  occupancy.  At  the  present  day,  in  Germany, 
the  right  of  occupancy,  as  far  as  relates  to  hunting,  fishing,  and  fowling 
(all  but  the  right  to  catch  butterflies  and  cockchafers),  is  monopolized  by 
the  state,  the  princes,  the  nobility,  and  here  and  there  a  private  propri- 
etor. The  romantic  period  of  occupancy  has  vanished  for  ever,  along 
with  the  kindred  simplicities  of  the  golden  age."  In  1  Roll.  Abr.  Dismes 
(G),  pL  5,(a)  it  is  said :  "  Si  home  ad  phesants,  et  eux  conserve  deins  uti 
endoee  bois,  et  clipp  les  wings  del  phesants^  et  del  eggs  hatch  et  educate 

(a)  TnniUted,  8  Vin.  Abr.  STS. 
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jeune  pheBanta,  mil  dismes  4erra  p9je  de  cevuc  eggB  ou  jeane  phesaniB, 
pur  ceo  qae  ils  ne  sont  reclaimOy  me8  continue  /eras  naturssj  et  veUent 
▼aer  horB  del  enclosure  ai  lour  wings  ne  fuaront  clipp/Xa)  In  Liford's 
case,  11  Go.  Rep.  50  a,  it  is  said :  ^'  It  is  true,  that  an  integral  part,  or 
thing  appendant  in  possessioni  cannot  be  paiool,  kc.j  of  a  reyersion  ei- 
peotant  upon  an  estate  for  life,  aa  has  been  said ;  but  the  trees  (as  hat 
been  often  said)  are  growing  out  of  the  inheritance,  and  attendant  upon 
^,^Q^-  it;  as,  by  a  grant  of  the  reversion,  the  ^charters  and  eyidenoea 
-I  shall  pass  as  things  attendant  upon  the  Inheritance,  and- in  troth 
they  are  the  sinews  of  the  inheritance.  So,  if  I  have  a  manor  in  whid 
there  is  a  park  and  fish-ponds,  and  I  lease  the  manor,  except  the  game 
of  deer,  and  the  fish,  and  afterwards  I  grant  aver  the  reversion,  the 
grantee  shall  have  the  deer  and  the  fish,  as  things  attendant  upon  the 
inheritance ;  so  not  only  those  which  have  vegetative  life,  but  aU  thoae 
which  have  sensitive  life,  shall  go  with  the  inheritance."  The  reason 
given  by  Lord  Maksfibld,  in  Lawton  v.  Salmon,  1  H.  Blac.  260,  n.,  3 
Atk.  15,  n.,  why  salt-pans  go  to  the  heir,  and  not  to  the  executors,  is, 
that ''  The  inheritance  cannot  he  enjoyed  without  them :  they  are  acces- 
saries necessary  to  the  enjoyment  and  use  of  the  principal."  Much 
learning  on  the  subject  of  parks,  whether  in  forests  or  elsewhere,  is  to  be 
found  in  Manwood,  224,  and  also  in  Com.  Dig.  Oheise  (G).  [Wildb,  C. 
J.  Is  not  the  result  this, — that  a  park  must  be  enclosed  at  all  events, 
if  in  a  forest,  so  as  to  keep  the  king's  deer  out  ?]  That  is  probably  so. 
A  partial  destruction  of  the  enclosure,  however,  will  not  destroy  the 
franchise*  In  Hooper  v.  Andrews,  1  BolL  Rep.  120,  S.  G.  per  nom. 
Cowper  V,  Andrews,  Hobart,  39,  Wabburton,  J.,  says :  ^^  Un  parks  con- 
sist sur  deere  et  inclosure ;  si  tout  le  deer^  morust,  uncore  si  sont  restore 
arere,  le  parke  continue."  The  learned  judge,  in  this  case,  should  haw 
directed  the  jury  to  take  into  their  consideration  the  circumstance  of  this 
being  a  legal  park,  in  order  to  enable  them  to  determine  the  question,  and 
the  only  substantial  one,  wiiich  he  did  leave  to  them,  viz.  whether  the 
deer  were  tame  and  reclaimed,  or  otherwise.  If  it  was  a  legal  park,  it 
would  be  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  or  not  the  deer  retained  so  much 
*7Q91  ^^  ^^^^^  original  wild  character  aa  was  ""consistent  with  their  en- 
-'  closure  in  such  a  place,  and  with  the  exercise  of  such  acts  of 
ownership  as  were  necessary  to  enable  the  owner  of  the  inheritance  for 
the  time  being  to  enjoy  them  as  part  of  his  inheritance.  It  ought  not 
to  be  placed  in  the  power  of  a  jury  in  this  manner  to  destroy  a  franchise. 

Our.  adv.  wUt* 
Maulb,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court : — 
This  case  was  argued  in  Easter  term,  1848,  before  lord  chief  justice 
Wildb,  and  my  brothers  Goltman  and  Cbbsswbll,  and  myself.    In  the 
absence  of  the  lord  chief  justice,  I  now  proceed  to  pronounce  the  judg- 

(a)  Wlnbroke  v.  Braai,  11  Car. 
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metktj  irhich  has  been  prepared  by  him,  and  in  substance  assented  to 
•by  us. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  con- 
version of  a  number  of  deer. 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts.  The  first  count  stated  that 
the  testator,  in  his  lifetime,  was  possessed  of  a  certain  number  of  bucks, 
does,  and  other  descriptions  of  deer,  being  captured  and  reclaimed  from 
their  natural  wild  state,  and  confined  in  the  close  of  the  testator ;  and 
diat  the  plaintifis,  after  his  death,  were  possessed  as  executors ;  and  that 
the  defendants  afterwards  converted  the  deer,  &c.  The  second  count 
stated  that  the  plaintiiTs,  as  executors,  were  possessed  of  the  like  quantity 
of  deer,  which  the  defendant  had  converted, — to  the  damage  of  the 
plaintiiTs. 

The  defendant, — except  as  to  a  certain  number  of  bucks,  does,  and 
fawns, — pleaded,  not  guilty,  to  the  whole  declaration ;  and,  secondly,  that 
the  testator  was  not  possessed,  nor  were  the  plaintiffs,  as  his  executors, 
possessed,  of  the  deer,  as  alleged ; — ^thirdly,  that,  except  as  to  a  certain 
number  of  bucks,  does,  and  fawns,  the  deer  alleged  in  the  declaration 
were  not  captured,  ^reclaimed,  and  tamed,  or  kept  confined  in  p^i^o 
enclosed  grounds,  as  alleged : — lastly,  as  to  the  excepted  bucks,  ■- 
does,  and  fawns,  the  defendant  paid  the  sum  of  851.  into  court. 

Issue  was  joined  on  these  pleas. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Goltman,  at  the  sit- 
tings in  Middlesex  after  Hilary  term,  1847,  when  the  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  issues — testator  possessed — plaintiffs  possessed 
— and  that  the  deer  were  tame  and  reclaimed. 

A  rule  nisi  was  afterwards  obtained  by  the  defendant,  in  the  following 
Easter  term,  to  show  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  upon 
the  ground  of  misdirection,  that  there  had  been  no  sufficient  verdict  found 
by  the  jury,  and  that,  if  a  sufficient  verdict  had  been  found,  it  was  con- 
trary to  the  evidence. 

Several  questions  arose  upon  the  trial, — first,  whether  the  land  called 
Bridge  Park,  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  was  an  ancient  legal  park, — 
secondly,  whether  it  continued  to  be  a  legal  park,  or  whether  it  had 
become  disparked,  by  the  addition  of  other  lands  to  the  original  park^ 
and  by  the  removal,  decay,  or  destruction  of  the  fences,  so  as  to  destroy 
the  evidence  of  the  boundaries  of  such  ancient  park;  and  whether  the  deer 
kept  in  such  park  had  been  tamed  and  reclaimed. 

In  support  of  the  defendant's  case,  various  ancient  documents  were 
given  in  evidence,  to  establish  that  the  place  in  question  was  an  ancient 
legal  park,  and  that,  from  a  very  early  period,  down  to  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  testator,  there  had  always  been  a  considerable  herd  of  deer 
maintained  in  the  park.  And  it  was  also  proved  that  the  place  in  ques- 
tion, consisting  of  upwards  of  seven  hundred  acres  of  land,  was  in  many 
parts  of  a  very  wild  and  rough  description.    It  also  appeared  by  the 
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^^IMl  ®^^^^^^^  ^^^^  certain  lands  had  been  added  to  the  ""original  park ; 
^  and  there  was  some  contrariety  of  evidence  in  regard  to  the  state 
of  the  fences. 

It  was  also  proved  that  a  considerable  quantity  of  deer  had  the  range 
of  the  park ;  and  that  some  wore  tame^  as  it  was  called,  and  others  wild. 
What  in  particular  the  witnesses  meant  by  the  distinctions  of  tame  and 
wild,  was  not  explained :  but  it  rather  seemed  that  their  meaning  was, 
that  some  were  less  shy  and  timid  than  others.  It  appeared  that  the 
deer  very  rarely  escaped  out  of  the  boundaries ;  that  they  were  attended 
by  keepers,  and  were  fed  in  the  winter  with  hay,  beans,  and  other  food ; 
that,  a  few  years  back,  a  quantity  of  deer  had  been  brought  from  some 
other  place,  and  turned  into  Eridge  Park ;  that  the  does  were  watched, 
and  the  fawns,  as  they  dropped,  were  constantly  marked,  so  that  their 
age  at  a  future  time  might  be  ascertained ;  that,  at  certain  times,  a  number 
of  deer  were  selected  from  the  herd,  caught  with  the  assistance  of  dogs, 
and  were  put  into  certain  parts  of  the  park,  which  were  then  enclosed 
from  the  rest,  of  sufficient  extent  to  depasture  and  give  exercise  to  the 
selected  deer,  which  were  fattened  and  killed,  either  for  consumption,  or 
for  sale  to  venison  dealers ;  that  the  deer  were  usually  killed  by  being 
shot ;  and  that  there  was  a  regular  establishment  of  slaughter-houses,  for 
preparing  and  dressing  them  for  use. 

Such  being  the  general  effect  of  the  evidence,  the  learned  judge  stated 
to  the  jury,  that,  by  the  general  law,  deer  in  a  park  went  to  the  heir-at- 
law  of  the  owner  of  the  park ;  but  that  deer  which  were  tame  and  reclaimed 
became  personal  property,  and  went  by  law  to  the  personal  representa- 
tive of  the  owner  of  them,  and  not  to  the  heir  of  the  owner  of  the  park 
in  which  they  were  kept.  And  the  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury, 
whether  the  place  in  question  was  proved  by  the  evidence  to  have  been 
'*'7951  ^^  aucient  park,  with  the  legal  rights  ""of  a  park ;  and  told  them, 
'  -^  that,  if  it  had  been  an  ancient  park,  and  the  boundaries  could  not 
now  be  ascertained,  that  the  franchise  might  be  forfeited  in  reference  to 
the  crown,  but  that  that  would  not  affect  the  question  between  the  parties 
relative  to  the  deer, — that  question  being,  whether  the  deer  were  tamed 
and  reclaimed ;  which  must  be  determined  with  reference  to  the  state  and 
condition  of  the  animals,  the  nature  oC  the  place  where  they  were  kept, 
and  the  mode  in  which  they  had  been  treated :  and  the  learned  judge 
stated  in  writing  the  questions  to  be  answered  by  the  jury,  which  were, — 
first,  whether  they  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  the  executors,  or  for  the 
defendant.  Lord  Abergavenny, — secondly,  whether  they  found  the  place 
to  be  an  ancient  park,  with  the  incidents  of  a  legal  part, — ^thirdly,  whe- 
ther the  boundaries  could  be  ascertained  by  distinct  marks. 

The  jury  answered,  that  they  found  the  place  to  be  an  ancient  park, 
with  all  the  incidents  of  a  legal  park, — secondly,  that  the  boundaries  of 
the  ancient  park  could  be  ascertained.  And  the  jury  expressed  a  wish 
to  abstain  from  finding  for  either  plaintiffs  or  defendant ;  but,  upon  being 
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required  to  do  so,  thej  fonnd  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  stated  that  • 
the  animals  had  been  originally  ivild,  but  had  been  reclaimed. 

The  rule  came  on  for  argument  in  Easter  term,  1848  ;  and  it  appeared, 
upon  the  discussion,  that  the  objection  that  no  sufficient  verdict  had  been 
found  by  the  jury,  had  be^n  urged  upon  a  misapprehension  of  ivhat  the 
jury  had  said.  It  was  supposed  that  the  jury  had  not  found,  in  terms, 
for  either  plaintifi^  or  defendant,  but  merely  had  answered  the  questions 
put  to  them :  but  it  appeared,  upon  inquiry,  that  the  jury  had  been  required 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  or  for  the  defendant,  in  addition  to 
answering  the  questions ;  and  that  they  accordingly  returned  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiffs. 

♦The  second  objection  was,  that  the  judge  had  misdirected  the  r-^rj^f^ 
jury :  and  it  has  been  contended,  in  support  of  that  objection,  ^ 
that  the  judge  must  be  held  to  have  misdirected  the  jury,  in  having 
omitted  to  impress  sufficiently  upon  them  the  importance  of  the  fact  of 
the  deer  being  kept  in  an  ancient  legal  park. 

But  the  judge  did  distinctly  direct  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  the  fact  * 
of  the  deer  being  in  a  legal  park,  if  such  should  be  their  opinion  of  the 
place,  as  an  important  ingredient  in  the  consideration  of  the  question 
whether  the  deer  were  reclaimed  or  not,  when  he  directed  them  that  the 
question  whether  the  deer  had  been  reclaimed,  must  be  determined  by  a 
consideration,  among  the  other  matters  pointed  out,  of  the  nature  and 
dimensions  of  the  park  in  which  they  were  confined :  and  we  do  not  per- 
ceive any  objectionable  omission  in  the  judge's  direction  in  this  respect, 
unless  the  jury  ought  to  have  been  directed  that  such  fact  was  conclusive 
to  negative  the  reclamation  of  the  deer. 

It  has  not  been,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  contended,  in  terms, 
that  deer  kept  in  a  legal  park,  can,  in  no  case,  be  deemed  to  have  been 
tamed  or  reclaimed,  although  the  argument  seemed  to  bear  that  aspect: 
but  the  many  cases  to  be  found  in  the  books,  in  which  the  question  has 
been  agitated,  in  whom  the  property  was  of  deer  in  a  park,  seem  quite 
inconsistent  with  such  a  position  ;  because,  in  all  such  cases,  the  argu- 
ments proceeded  upon  the  distinct  fact  that  the  deer  were  in  a  park,  that 
is,  a  legal  park ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  deer  continued  to  be  wild 
animals,  in  which  no  property  could  be  acquired,  and  which  therefore, 
like  other  game  and  wild  animals,  being  upon  the  land,  passed  with  the 
estate,  or  whether,  by  reason  of  their  being  tamed  and  reclaimed,  a  pro- 
perty could  be  acquired  in  the  deer,  distinct  from  the  estate,  although 
remaining  in  the  park,  and  which  would  pass  in  like  manner  as  other 
personal  property. 

♦The  general  position,  therefore,  to  be  found  in  all  the  books,  ^^^707 
that  deer  in  a  park  will  pass  to  the  heir,  unless  tamed  and  reclaimed,  ^ 
—-in  which  case  they  would  pass  to  the  executor, — seems  to  be  inconsist- 
ent with  the  position,  that  deer  cannot,  in  any  case,  be  considered  as 
tamed  and  reclaimed,  whilst  they  continue  in  a  legal  park.     Ma&y 
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anthorities  are  cited  vpon  that  subjecty  the  names  of  wbieh  it  is  net 
necessary  to  advert  to. 

The  observations  made  in  support  of  the  rule,  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, were  rather  addressed  to  a  complaint  that  the  learned  judge  did  not 
give  so  much  weight  to  the  fact  of  this  being  a  legal  park,  as  they  thought 
belonged  to  it,  than  to  any  exception  to  what  the  judge  really  said  upon 
the  subject.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  learned  counsel  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  did  not  omit  to  impress  upon  the  jury  his  view  of  the 
importance  of  the  fact  of  the  deer  being  found  in  an  ancient  and  legal 
park ;  and  nothing  is  stated  to  have  fallen  from  the  judge,  calculated  to 
withdraw  the  attention  of  the  jury  from  the  observations  of  the  counsel 
made  in  that  respect,  or  to  diminish  the  force  which  justly  attaches  to 
any  of  them. 

It  remains  to  be  considered  whether  the  arguments  in  support  of  the 
rule  have  shown  that  the  verdict  upon  the  issue,  whether  the  deer  were 
tamed  and  reclaimed,  was  warranted  by  the  evidence.  In  showing  cause, 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  against  the  rule,  it  was  contended  that  the 
conclusion  of  the  jury,  that  Eridge  Park  continued  to  possess  all  the 
incidents  of  a  legal  park,  was  not  warranted  by  the  evidence ;  because,  it 
was  said  that  the  franchise  had  been  forfeited  by  the  addition  of  other 
lands  to  the  ancient  park,  and  the  destruction  of  the  means  of  ascertain* 
ing  the  ancient  boundaries ;  and  numerous  authorities  were  referred  to, 
relating  to  the  requisites  for  constituting  and  existing  legal  park,  and  of 
**7Qfii  ^^  causes  of  the  forfeiture  of  the  '^'franchise.  But  the  opinion 
-■  which  the  court  has  formed  upon  the  other  parts  of  the  casct 
renders  it  unnecessary  to  enter  into  the  consideration  of  that  question, 
or  into  an  examination  of  the  authorities  referred  to. 

That  it  was  proper  to  leave  the  question  to  the  jury  in  the  terms  In 
which  the  issue  is  expressly  joined,  cannot  be  disputed :  and  the  direction, 
that  that  question  must  be  determined  by  referring  to  the  place  in  which 
the  deer  were  kept,  to  the  nature  and  habits  of  the  animals,  and  to  the 
mode  in  which  they  were  treated,  appeara  to  the  court  to  be  a  correct 
direction :  and  it  seems  difficult  to  ascertain  by  what  other  means  the 
question  should  be  determined,  whether  the  evidence  in  this  case  was 
such  as  to  warrant  a  conclusion  that  the  deer  were  tamed  and  reclaimed. 
The  court  is,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  rule  cannot  be  supported,  on 
the  ground  of  misdirection. 

It  is  not  contended  that  there  was  no  evidence  fit  to  be  submitted  to 
the  jury,  and  that  therefore  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  nonsuited : 
but  it  is  said  that  the  weight  of  evidence  was  against  the  verdict. 

In  considering  whether  the  evidence  warranted  the  verdict  upon  the 
issue,  whether  the  deer  were  tamed  and  reclaimed,  the  observations  made 
by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Willbs  in  the  case  of  Davies  v.  Powell,  Willes, 
46,  are  deserving  of  attention.  The  difference  in  regard  to  the  mode 
and  object  of  keeping  deer  in  modern  times,  from  that  which  anciently 
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prevailed,  as  pointed  out  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Willbs,  cannot  be  over- 
looked. It  is  truly  stated,  that  ornament  and  profit  are  the  sole  objects 
for  which  deer  are  now  ordinarily  kept,  whether  in  ancient  legal  parks, 
or  in  the  modern  enclosures  so  called ;  the  instances  being  very  rare  in 
which  deer  in  such  places  are  kept  and  used  for  sport ;  indeed,  their 
whole  ^management  differing  very  little,  if  at  all,  from  that  of  r^f^qq 
sheep,  or  of  any  other  animals  kept  for  profit.  And,  in  this  case,  '- 
the  evidence  before  adverted  to,  was,  that  the  deer  were  regularly  fed  in 
the  winter ;  the  does  with  young  were  watched ;  the  fawns  taken  as  soon 
as  dropped,  and  marked ;  selections  from  the  herd  made  from  time  to 
time,  fattened  in  places  prepared  for  them,  and  afterwards  sold  or  coi^ 
Bumed, — ^with  no  difference  of  circumstances  than  what  attached,  as  before 
stated,  to  animals  kept  for  profit  and  food. 

As  to  some  being  wild  and  some  tame,  as  it  is  said — individual  animals, 
no  doubt,  differed,  as  individuals  in  dmost  every  race  of  animals  are 
found,  under  any  circumstances,  to  differ,  in  the  degree  of  tameness  that 
belongs  to  them.  Of  deer  kept  in  stalls,  some  would  be  found  tame  and 
gentle,  and  others  quite  irreclaimable,  in  the  sense  of  temper  and 
quietness. 

Upon  a  question  whether  deer  are  tamed  and  reclaimed,  each  case 
must  depend  upon  the  particular  facts  of  it :  and,  in  this  case,  the  court 
think  that  the  facts  were  such  as  were  proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury ; 
and,  as  it  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  the  court  cannot  perceive 
any  sufficient  grounds  to  warrant  it  in  saying  that  the  jury  have  come  to 
a  wrong, conclusion  upon  the  evidence,  and  do  not  feel  authorized  to 
disturb  the  verdict :  and  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  must,  therefore,  be 
discharged.  Rule  discharged,  (a) 

(a)  As  to  Rotherfeld  and  ETerngg  or  Bragg,  iride  Inqnirit  post  mortem^  temp,  Bdir.  III.,  YcL 
IL  fo.  119, 160, 161,  212,  214,  244,  292,  349.  Abbrev.  RotnL  Orig.  in  Soaccario,  Vol.  I.  fo.  225  b. 
Vol.  II.  fo.  27  b,  225  b,  229  a,  234  a.  Galendariam  RotuL  Patent,  fo.  122  a,  129  b,  fo.  B.  119, 
«<  alibi. 
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By  a  charter-party  It  was  agreed  that  the  ship  should  proceed  to  Baltimore,  and  there  load  a  ftill 
cargo  of  produce,  and  proceed  therewith  to  the  United  Kingdom,  and  deliver  the  same,  on  being 
paid  freight  "o(  and  afUrthe  raU  of  6«.  6<i.  per  barrel  of  flour,  meal,  and  naral  stores,  and  lU. 
§er  quarter  o/480  Ibe,  for  indian  com  or  other  grain;"  that  the  cargo  was  not  to  consist  of  less 
than  3000  barrels  of  flour,  meal,  or  naval  stores ;  and  that  not  less  flour  or  meal  than  naval 
stores  was  to  be  shipped. 

The  vessel  arrived  here  with  a  eargo  consisting  of  769  hhds.  of  tobacco,  6047  bushels  of  bran, 
2000  huekeU  of  oate,  5000  oak-staves,  and  3  barrels  of  flour. 

The  evidence  showed,  that  a  quarter  of  indian  corn  or  wheat  weighing  480  lbs.  would  occupy  a 
space  of  lOi  cubic  feet,  and  that  a  quarter  of  American  oats,  which  weighed  upon  an  average 
272  lbs.,  would  occupy  a  space  of  16  onbio  feet.  It  also  appeared  that  oate  were  not  a  usual 
shipment  from  America : — 

Held,  that "  other  grain,"  in  this  charter-party,  must  be  taken  to  mean  such  description  of  graia 
aa  would  average  480  lbs.  to  the  quarter,  and  therafoia  to  exclude  oaU/  and  that  the  sh^ 
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owner  wu  cnticled  to  reoeiTe  freight  upon  the  mipposition  thst  8000  barreU  of  flour,  BOaly 
or  naval  stores  bad  been  shipped,  and,  for  the  rest  of  the  spaee,  at  Ue  rate  of  11«.  jmt 
quarter  of  Indian  oora,  or  other  grain  of  the  average  weight  of  4S0  lbs.  to  the  quarter. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  on  the 
24th  of  February,  1847,  by  a  certain  charter-party  of  affreightment  then 
made  between  the  plaintiffs,  owners  of  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  The 
Ayrshire,  A.  1,  of  the  measurement  of  625  tons,  or  thereabouts,  then 
lying  in  the  port  of  London,  whereof  the  plaintiff  John  Howe  Brown 
was  master,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant,  therein  described  of 
London,  merchant,  freighter  of  the  said  ship,  of  the  other  part,  it  was 
mutually  agreed  by  the  said  parties,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  said 
ship,  being  tight,  staunch,  and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted  for  the 
voyage,  should,  immediately  on  her  then  present  inward  cargo  being 
discharged,  and  she  was  ballasted,  sail  and  proceed  to  Hampton-Roads, 
Chesapeake-Bay,  for  orders,  and  from  thence  proceed  to  Norfolk  or 
Baltimore,  as  ordered  by  the  charterer's  agent,  and  there  load  a  full 
and    complete    cargo   of   produce^   which  the    said    merchant  bound 

♦ftnn  *^'™s^'f  *^  ^^^P>  ^^^  exceeding  what  she  could  reasonably  stow 
-'  and  carry  over  and  above  her  tackle,  apparel,  provisions,  and  fur- 
niture; and,  being  so  loaded,  should  therewith  proceed  to  Cork  or  Fal- 
mouth for  orders,  and  from  thence  to  a  safe  port  of  discharge  in  the 
United  Kingdom,  or  so  near  thereunto  as  she  might  safely  get,  and 
deliver  the  same  as  was  customary,  on  being  paid  freight  "  at  and  after 
the  rate  of  5«.  Gd.  per  barrel  of  flour,  meal,  and  naval  stores,  and  11». 
per  quarter  of  480  lbs.  for  Indian  corn  or  other  grain :"  That  it  was 
further  agreed  that  the  captain  should  await  a  return  of  post  at  Cork  or 
Falmouth,  from  London,  without  its  being  counted  in  the  lay  days ;  the 
act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  dangers 
and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navigation,  of  what  nature  and 
kind  soever,  during  the  said  voyage,  always  excepted ;  the  freight  to  be 
paid  on  unloading  and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo,  in  cash,  less  two 
months'  interest,  at  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum  :  That,  forty-five  days, 
exclusive  of  Sundays,  were  to  be  allowed  the  said  merchant,  if  the  ship 
should  not  be  sooner  despatched,  for  loading  the  said  ship  at  her  port  of 
loading,  and  unloading  at  her  port  of  delivery,  and  twenty  days  on 
demurrage,  over  and  above  the  said  laying  days,  at  8Z.  per  day :  That 
the  vessel,  upon  her  return,  was  to  be  addressed  to  H.  &  C.  Toulmin, 
London,  to  whom  the  commission  on  that  charter-party  was  due,  ship 
lost  or  not  lost,  and  with  whom  the  original  charter-party  was  deposited : 
That  the  penalty  for  non-performance  of  the  agreement,  was  25001. : 
That  the  vessel  was  to  be  consigned  to  the  freighter's  agents ;  the  cargo 
to  be  sent  alongside,  and  taken  from  alongside  the  said  vessel,  at  the 
expense  and  risk  of  the  said  freighter ;  the  vessel  to  be  properly  pre- 
pared, at  the  owner's  expense,  to  take  her  cargo  of  grain  and  other 
produce;  and  the  captain  to  sign  bills  of  lading,  without  prejudice  to  the 
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charter :  '''That  it  was  further  agreed,  that  the  cargo  was  DOt  to  r-^^r.f^n 
consist  of  less  than  8000  barrels  of  flour,  meal,  or  naval  stores ;  ^ 
that  the  barrels  of  nayal  stores  were  not  to  measure  more  than  of  flour, 
ai^d  to  pay  freight  accordingly ;  and  that  not  less  flour  or  meal  than 
naval  stores  was  to  be  shipped :  Mutual  promises :  Averment,  that  the 
said  ship,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  making  of  the  said  charter- 
party,  and  immediately  after  discharging  her  then  inward  cargo,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid,  was  ballasted^  and  was  tight,  staunch, 
and  strong,  and  every  way  properly  fitted,  victualled,  and  manned,  with 
all  things  needful  and  necessary  for  the  voyage  in  the  said  charter-party 
mentioned :  That  thereupon  the  said  master  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  set  sail  in  and  with  the  said  ship,  and 
'proceed  to  Hampton-Roads,  Chesapeake-Bay,  for  orders,  according  to 
the  said  charter-party,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  afore- 
said, arrived  there,  and  was  there,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
ordered  by  the  charterer's  agent  to  proceed,  and  did  then,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  aforesaid,  proceed,  to  Baltimore,  and  thero  load  on  board 
the  said  ship,  a  certain  quantity,  to  wit,  600  tons,  of  produce,  to  wit, 
tobacco,  oats,  bran,  and  spars,  and,  being  so  loaded,  proceeded  there- 
with, to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  by  order  of  the  said  char- 
terer, direct  to  a  safe  port  of  discharge  in  the  United  Kingdom,  to  wit, 
the  port  of  London,  and  there,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid 
arrived,  and  there,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  made 
a  right  and  true  delivery  of  the  said  several  articles  so  on  board 
of  the  said  ship,  to  and  for  the  defendant,  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  said  charter-party:  That  although,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  a 
large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  3000Z.,  became  due  and  payable 
to  the  plaintiffs,  as  and  for  the  freight  of  the  said  vessel,  for  the  voyage 
aforesaid,  according  to  *the  terms  of  the  said  charter-party,  to  bo  r^r>r^n 
paid  as  in  the  said  charter-party  is  mentioned  and  agreed ;  yet  the  ^ 
defendant  had  not  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  the  said  sum  of  money,  or  any 
part  thereof,  but  to  pay  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiffs, 
the  defendant  had  wholly  refused,  and  still  did  refuse  so  to  do,  contrary 
to  his  said  promise  and  undertaking :  That  the  plaintiffs  were,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  ready  and  willing  to  receive  on  board 
the  said  ship,  and  carry,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  charter-party, 
a  full  and  complete  cargo,  as  mentioned  in  the  said  charter-party, — 
whereof  the  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforc^ 
said,  had  notice :  Yet,  that  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would,  although 
often  requested  so  to  do,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  ship 
on  board  the  said  vessel  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  produce,  not  exceed- 
ing what  she  could  reasonably  stow  and  carry,  over  and  above  her  tackle, 
apparel,  provisions,  and  furniture ;  but  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so 
to  do,  and,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  shipped  on  board  the  said  ship  or 
vessel  a  much  smaller  quantity,  to  wit,  600  tons  less  than  the  said  ship 
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oonld  reasonably  stow  and  carry  as  aforesaid, — and  thereby,  and  by 
reason  thereof,  the  said  ship  returned  to  the  United  Kingdom  with  an 
incomplete  cargo,  and  the  plaintiffs  lost  and  were  deprived  of  the  gains 
and  profits,  amounting  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  2000Z.,  to  which 
they  would  otherwise  have  been  entitled  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  dtud 
charter-party. 

Plea,  payment  into  court  of  1920Z.,  and  no  damages  uUrd* 

Replication,  damages  ultrd. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilde,  C.  J.,  and  a  special  jury  at  the 
sittings  in  London  after  Michaelmas  term,  1848. 

^^041       ^^  appeared  that  the  Ayrshire  took  on  board  at  ^Baltimore  a 
"^  cargo  consisting  of  769  hogsheads  of  tobacco,  6047  bushels  <^f 
bran,  2000  bushels  of  oats,  5000  oak  staves,  3  barrels  of  flour,  and  a 
few  other  articles. 

The  plaintiff,  upon  the  authority  of  Cockburn  v,  Alexander,  4  Man. 
Gr.  &  S.  791,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  freight  upon  the  supposition  that 
8000  barrels  of  flour,  meal,  or  naval  stores,  in  the  proportion  provided 
for  by  the  charter-party,  had  been  put  on  board,  and  that  the  rest  of  the 
space  had  been  occupied  by  Indian  com  or  other  grain  of  the  same 
average  weight,  viz.  480  lbs.  per  quarter :  or,  in  other  words,  that  he 
was  entitled  to  receive  freight  at  5«.  6d.  per  barrel  for  8000  barrels  of 
flour,  &c.,  and  at  the  rate  of  lla.  for  every  10^  cubic  feet  beyond 
18,756  feet,  the  space  which  it  was  computed  that  the  3000  barrels  would 
have  occupied, — 10 1. cubic  feet  being  the  space  which  it  was  proved  that 
each  quarter  of  grain  (exclusive  of  oats,  which  it  appeared  had  only 
within  a  year  or  two  become  the  subject  of  importation  to  this  country 
from  America)  would  occupy. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted,  that,  under  the  terms 
of  the  charter-party,  he  was  at  liberty  to  fill  up  that  portion  of  the  ship 
which  would  remain  unoccupied  after  the  loading  of  3000  barrels  of  flour, 
meal,  or  naval  stores,  with  oats  (as  to  which,  it  was  proved  that  the 
average  weight  of  American  oats  per  quarter  was  272  lbs.,  that  the  quar- 
ter would  occupy  a  space  of  16  cubic  feet,  and  that  oats  were  more  com- 
pressible than  wheat  by  22^  per  cent.) ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  damages 
should  be  assessed  at  11^.  per  16  cubic  feet  for  all  beyond  the  space 
f)ccupied  by  the  flour,  &c., — ^in  which  event,  enough  had  been  paid  into 
court.  ' 

A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  7487.  IO9.,  subject  to 
the  opinion  of  the  court  as  to  the  proper  construction  of  the  charter- 
party :  (a)  it  being  agreed  to  refer  it  to  a  gentleman  named  (one  of  the 
*8051  •i^^y)'  ^^  '*'8cttle  the  amount  when  the  court  had  ascertained  the 
principle  upon  which  the  freight  was  to  bo  computed ;  and  also  to 
say  what  sum  should  be  deducted  in  respect  of  the  cost  which  the  owner 
would  of  necessity  incur  in  preparing  the  vessel^  by  lining,  &c.,  to  receive 

(o)  Poit,  805  (a). 
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%  cargo  of  grain,  and  also  in  respect  of  oats  being  more  susceptible  of 
compression  than  wheat  or  any  other  grain. 

Channelly  Serjt.,  in  Hilary  term  last,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  or  to  reduce  the  damages. 

S.  Martifiy  ByleSy  Serjt.,  and  BantoWy  now  showed  cause.  The  true 
construction  of  this  charter-party(a)  is  that  upon  which  the  verdict  is 
founded.  The  owner  was  bound  to  take  on  board  any  description  of 
produce  that  might  be  offered  to  him :  but  he  was  only  bound  to  deliver 
it  upon  payment  of  freight  at  and  after  the  rates  stipulated  for,  viz.  at 
11«.  per  quarter  of  480  lbs.,  that  b,  by  estimating  it  at  11«.  for  each 
portion  of  the  vessel  beyond  that  occupied  by  the  8000  barrels  of  flour 
or  meal,  which  a  quarter  of  grain  weighing  480  lbs.  would  fill.  The 
parties  contemplated,  not  the  specific  gravity  of  the  grain,  but  the  space 
it  would  occupy  in  the  ship :  the  owner  was  to  receive  the  same  amount 
of  money,  whether  one  description  of  grain  was  put  on  board,  or  another. 
[Maule,  J.  Why  mention  weight  at  all,  if  the  freight  was  to  be  esti- 
mated upon  the  amount  of  space  to  be  occupied  ?]  In  Capper  v.  Forster, 
8  N.  G.  988,  5  Scott,  129,  it  was  laid  down,  upon  the  authority  of  Thomas 
tr.  Clarke,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  450,  that,  where  a  ship  is  chartered  to  bring 
home  a  cargo  of  enumerated  articles  at  rates  of  freight  ^specified  r^coAg 
for  each,  which  articles  are  not  provided  by  the  charterer,  the 
freight  must  be  paid  upon  average  quantities  of  all  the  articles,  whether 
the  ship  return  empty  or  laden  with  a  cygo  of  articles  different  from 
those  enumerated.  That  was  followed  by  Cockburn  v.  Alexander,  4  Man. 
Gr.  &  S.  791.  There,  a  ship  was  chartered  to  proceed  to  Port  Phillip, 
and  there  load,  from  the  freighter's  factors,  "  a  full  and  complete  cargo 
of  wool,  tallow,  bark,  or  other  legal  merchandisey' — the  quantity  of  bark, 
not  to  exceed  one  hundred  tons,  and  the  quantity  of  tallow  and  hides, 
not  to  exceed  eighty  tons, — and  was  to  proceed  therewith  to  London,  and 
deliver  the  same,  "  on  being  paid  freight  as  follows — ^for  wool,  l\d.  per 
lb.  pressed,  and  l|d.  and  one  eighth  of  a  penny  per  lb.  unpressed,  gross 
weight ;  tallow,  8/.  per  ton ;  bark,  4Z.  per  ton ;  and  hides,  21,  per  ton,-^ 
the  latter  not  to  exceed  twenty  tons,  without  consent  of  the  captain,  &c. ; 
one-third  of  the  freight  to  be  paid  in  cash,  on  unloading  ajid  right  delivery 
of  the  cargo,  and  the  remainder  in  cash,  or  by  approved  bills,  at  two 
months  following."  And  it  was  held,  that  the  freighter  was  at  liberty 
to  load  the  ship  with  an  assorted  cargo  of  any  ^'  legal  merchandise ;"  but 
that  the  owners  were  entitled  to  be  paid  freight  upon  the  supposition  that 
the  loading  consisted  of  the  stipulated  quantities  of  the  enumerated  goods, 
viz.  one  hundred  tons  of  bark,  sixty  tons  of  tallow,  and  twenty  tons  of 
hides,  and  the  residue  of  wool,  pressed  or  unpressed.  The  court  there, 
decided,  in  effect,  that  the  stipulated  rates  were  to  guide  in  all  eventSy. 
that  the  freight  of  enumerated  goods  was  not  to  be  charged  upon  a.  jnoii-w 

(a)  The  instrument  in  this  oaM  called  a  charter-party,  wae  a  mtaoltodflK  if  Ulisrtw  — fc 
under  seal. 
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fiM  iiMnMey  and  that  Capper  v.  Forsler  gsve  the  proper  iimi«iire  ftr 
6stiiiiating  the  freight  in  snek  cttaea.  [MinUy  J.  The  ground  vpmi 
which  the  eoiHrt  proceeded,  in  CodLbnm  e.  Alexander,  iras^  that 
*8071  *^  pwtsea  had  ]m>yided  for  the  measiire  of  freight  in  aU  poeei- 
-'  ble  eyents :  the  owner  was  to  ddirer  the  cargo,  ^^  on  being  paid 
freight  09  foU&wB.''']  3%ie  ease  is  distinctly  withm  Capper  v.  Forsfanp. 
[Mauli,  J*  It  certainly  is  difficnlt  to  say  that  anjfthing  is  established, 
if  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  TBHTSRi>BH,(a)  and  adopted  by  ihiB 
eoort  in  Capper  t .  Forater,  and  confirmed  by  the  subsequent  ease  #f 
Ooekbnm  v.  Alexander,  may  not  be  said  to  be  established.]  The  wor4s 
*<  at  the  rate  of"  override  the  whole  sent^oe.  The  parties  eridently  h«d 
not  oaU  in  their  contemplation :  it  was  an  nnnsnal  shipment  from  the 
place  in  question,  and  it  does  not  fill  the  description  of  grain  of  the 
weight  ^  480  lbs*  to  the  quarter.  [Mauls,  J.  Like  a  meararement 
ten.]    Yes. 

Ohannellf  Setjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule.  [Mauls,  J.  No  doeiyt, 
wider  the  terms  here  used,  ^^  indum  com  or  other  grain,"  is  to  be  under* 
stood  any  grain,  the  produce  of  America,  as  to  which  there  was  a  rea- 
sonable expectation  of  its  being  made  the  subject  of  exportation  theoec 
to  this  country.  The  main  question  is,  whether  oato  are  to  be  oonsidered 
as  ^' grain,"  within  the  meaning  of  this  <Aarter-party.]  Primdfaeie 
*' grain"  includes  all  cereals :  and  it  was  proved  here,  diat,  though  not  a 
very  frequent  shipment  from  Baltimore,  oats  had  occasionally  been 
brought  from  that  port.  This  case  is  not  governed  by  Cockburn  e. 
Alexander.  The  cargo  there  was  not  in  any  sense  a  compliance  with 
the  charter-party :  and  a  great  portion  of  it  was  brought  fr<Hn  a  plaee 
other  than  that  contemplated.  It  may  be  that  the  freight  for  oats  is  not 
expressly  stipulated  for  here.  [Mauls,  J.  It  is  difficult,  after  the  caee 
^f  Codibam  v.  Alexander,  to  say,  that  the  clause  providing  for  the  de- 
ntQQQ-]  livery  of  the  cargo^  "^on  p^rmont  of  freight  ^'  at  and  after  the  rate 
''  of^  &0.,"  does  not  mean  that  freight  is  to  be  paid,  at  and  after  the 
rates  specified,  for  the  whole  oai^o,  whatever  it  may  consist  of.]  At  all 
events,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  deduction,  in  respect  of  the  cost  of 
lining  and  preparing  the  ship  for  a  oargo  of  grain.  [Mauls,  J.  We  all 
think  that  a  proper  item  of  credit :  the  amount  will  be  settled  by  the 
referee.] 

Mauls,  J.  This  case  turns  upon  the  interpretation  of  a  charterrparty, 
which  certainly  is  not  without  difficulty.  It  frequently  happens  that 
instruments  of  this  sort  are  prepared  in  anticipation  of  a  state  of  oirouBi- 
stances  which  never  arises;  and,  consequently,  they  are  sometimes  of 
difficult  ^iplication  to  the  case  which  has  arisen.  The  charter-party  in 
ihe  present  case  provides  that  the  Ayrshire  shall  proceed  to  Norfolk  or 
Baldmore,  and  tiiere  load  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  prodoce,  aad 
therewith  to  a  port  in  the  united  kingdom,  and  deliver  the  same, 

(a)  AbboU  on  Shlppioi^  Sth  edit;  p.  411. 


•n  beiBg  paid  freight  ^^at  av4  after  the  rate  of  58b  6id.  |»«r  bwrol  of  flawv 
meal,  and  naval  atores,  and  11».  per  qoarter  of  4dO  1^.  tat  iwbaa  oom, 
or  other  grain."  The  ship  arrived  at  her  defitinatioa  iritheat  a  fail  eargev 
the  freighter  being  unable  to  famish  a  full  cargo.  The  owner,  no  doabt, 
is  entitled  to  compensation  for  this  breach  of  eontract.  Ike  cargo  the 
freighter  engaged  to  famish  was,  ^^a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  produce  ;*' 
which  would  be  satisfied  by  a  shipmont  of  any  article  of  comaieroe  which 
was  usually  shipped  from  the  loading  port.  That  being  what  the  parties 
contemplate  and  describe,  they  proceed  to  stipulate  for  the  mte  of  oompen- 
sation  which  the  owner  is  to  receive,  which  they  say  is  to  be  as  mentioned 
above.  Now,  that  enumerates  and  specifies  certain  articles  of  produce,  and 
the  respective  prices  to  be  paid  for  them :  it  applies  the  rate,  in  terms,  to  afl 
produce :  the  owner  '^'engages  to  deliver  the  carjgo  at  the  port  <^  des*  r*QQa 
tination,  '^  on  being  paid  freight  at  and  after  the  rate,"  &c.  A  ^ 
somewhat  similar  clause  was  contained  in  the  charter-party  in  Ceekbum  v. 
Alexander,  where  the  freighter  engaged  to  ship  a  full  cargo  consisting  of 
wool,  tallow,  bark,  or  ^'  other  legal  merchandise,"  on  payment  of  freight  as 
follows, — giving  a  specific  rate  of  freight  only  for  wool,  tallow,  bark,  and 
hides :  and  we  there  adhered  to  the  previous  decision  of  this  court  ia 
Capper  v.  Forster,  that  other  legal  merchandise,  besides  the  articles 
enumerated,  was  not  to  be  carried  gratuitously,  or  upon  a  quantum 
meruity  but  that  this  was  to  be  taken  to  be  an  express  provision  (difficult, 
perhaps,  of  application)  for  regulating  the  amount  of  freight  to  be  paid 
for  merchandise  of  any  kind.  That  was  the  construction  put  by  this 
court  upon  the  clause  of  the  charter-party  in  Cockbum  v,  Alexander:  and 
1 4km  unable  to  discover  any  substantial  difference  between  the  two  cases; 
nor  do  I  see  any  sufficient  reason  for  dissenting  from  the  doctrine  th«^ 
laid  down.  I  therefore  think  that  the  clause  in  question  provides  a  rate 
of  freight  which  is  to  be  paid  for  any  description  of  produce  shipped 
under  this  charter-party.  It  is  manifest  that  the  intention  of  the  parties 
was,  that  the  cargo  should  be  delivered  only  on  payment  of  some  freight: 
and,  unless  the  construction  I  have  mentioned  is  put  upon  the  charter- 
party,  no  freight  at  all  would  be  provided  for  in  respect  of  any  but  the 
actually  enumerated  articles.  Taking  it,  then,  to  be  a  clause  by  whieh 
the  parties  intended  to  regulate  the  amount  of  freight  to  be  paid  for  all 
descriptions  of  goods  coming  within  the  general  term  ^'produce,"  it  helps 
ua  towards  the  construction  of  another  part  of  the  instrument,  which 
depends  upon  the  nature  of  the  trade  at  the  loading  port.  We  think, — 
not  without  some  doubts  crossing  the  minds  of  some  members  of  the 
court, — that  the  clause,  when  speaking  of  ^^  Indian  *oom  or  other  r^ieoi  a 
grain,"  must  be  construed  to  mean  other  grain  excluiive  of  oaU^ 
which  are  a  description  of  grain  but  recently  the  subject  of  exportar 
tion  from  America  to  England.  But,  as  this  clause  was  intended  to 
regulate,  the  freight,  not  for  grain  only,  but  for  every  description  of 
goods, — for  which  purpose  it  was  necessary  that  it  should  ascertain  a  pre- 
cise or  reasonably  precise  rate  of  payment, — ^we  think  there  is  sufficient 
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riMSon  for  excluding  oats,  as  not  being  within  the  probable  intention  of 
the  parties  when  speaking  of  ^^  other  grain."  The  relation  in  which  oat^ 
according  to  the  evidence  given  in  the  cause,  stand  to  other  produce, 
confirms  us  in  this  view.  With  respect  to  indian  com,  which  weighs 
about  480  lbs.  per  quarter,  and  wheat.  Us.  per  quarter  is  to  be  paid. 
But  oats  being  a  grain  to  which  that  is  not  applicable,  and  not  having 
long  been  imported  from  that  place,  we  think  thej  are  like  any  other 
produce  to  be  brought,  the  freight  of  which  is  not  regulated  by  that  sti- 
pulation, but  that  they  are  to  be  paid  for  after  a  rate  to  be  deduced  from 
the  rate  of  59.  6d.  per  barrel  for  flour  or  meal,  and  11^.  per  quarter  of 
Indian  com  or  other  grain  of  the  average  weight  of  480  bbls.  peic  quarter. 
The  proper  mode,  therefore,  of  estimating  the  damages,  will  be,  to 
assume  that  the  stipulated  number  of  barrjBls  of  flour  was  put  on  board, 
and  the  residue  of  the  vessel  filled  up  with  other  goods,  at  an  amount  of 
freight  calculated  upon  the  rule  which  the  parties  have  laid  down,  viz* 
be,  Qd.  per  barrel  of  flour,  and  11«.  for  every  480  lbs.  of  indian  com  or 
other  grain.  That,  I  believe,  is  the  calculation  upon  which  the  verdict 
is  founded ;  and  therefore  the  rule  will  be  discharged,  except  as  to  one 
item  for  which  it  is  conceded  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  credit,  viz.  the 
expense  to  which  the  owner  would  have  been  put  if  he  had  prepared  the 
vessel  for  the  reception  of  a  full  cargo  of  wheat, — which  amount,  it  is 
agreed,  shall  be  settled  out  of  court. 

4«ftin  *Crbsswbll,  J.  I  entirely  concur  in  the  opinion  expressed 
J  by  my  brother  Maule  upon  the  construction  of  this  charter-party. 
The  owner,  on  the  one  hand,  contracted  to  take  on  board  a  full  and  com- 
plete cargo  of  produce,  and  on  the  other  to  receive  a  certain  rate  of 
freight.  It  appears  clearly  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was,  that 
the  cargo  of  ^^  produce"  should  be  delivered  on  payment  of  freight  at  and 
after  the  rates  mentioned,  viz.,  at  and  after  the  rate  of  5«.  6c2.  per  bar- 
rel of  flour,  &c.,  and  11«.  per  quarter  of  480  lbs.  for  indian  corn  or  other 
grain ;  which,  I  take  it,  must  mean  such  other  grain  as  came  within  the 
description  of  weighing  480  lbs.  per  quarter :  otherwise,  you  would  be 
giving  three  or  four  rates  of  freight,  which  never  could  have  been  intended. 
Oats  may  be  taken  to  come  within  the  description  of  ^^  produce,"  though 
only  very  recently  become  the  subject  of  importation  from  Baltimore ; 
but  they  are  not  included  in  the  description  of  grain  weighing  480  lbs. 
per  quarter.  I  therefore  think  this  rule  must  be  discharged, — subject  to 
^e  inquiry  alluded  to  by  my  brother  Maulb. 

V.  Williams,  J.  For  the  reasons  already  assigned,  I  concur  in 
thinking  that  oats  do  not  fall  within  the  description  of  grain  for  which 
freight  was  to  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  ]l9.  per  quarter,  and  that  the  case 
is  governed  by  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Cockburn  v.  Alexander. 

Talpourd,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  result  of  our  decision 
will  be,  that  the  verdict  will  be  reduced  by  such  sum  as  the  referee  may 
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aseertain  m  the  ezpense  of  lining  and  preparing  the  ship  for  a  cargo  of 
grwn.  Role  disdiarged  accordingly. 


♦FRANCOIS  VANDBR  DONCKT  v.  THELLUSSON.  ^^o-.^ 
^  Dee.  7.  t*812 

The  Uw  of  ft  foreign  coantry  on  a  given  subject,  may  be  proved  by  any  person  who  (thoagh  sot 
a  lawyer  or  a  person,  who,  by  reason  of  his  having  filled  any  publio  offloe,  may  be  presomeil 
to  be  acquainted  with  the  law)  is»  or  has  been,  in  a  position  to  render  it  probable  that  he  would 
make  himself  acquainted  with  it 

Therefore,  an  hotel-keeper  in  London,  a  native  of  Belgium,  who  stated  that  he  formerly  canied 
on  the  business  of  a  merchant  and  commissioner  of  stocks  in  Brussels,  was  permitted  to  prove 
the  law  of  Belgium  on  the  subject  of  the  presentment  of  a  promissory  note  made  in  that 
eountry  payable  at  a  particular  place. 

A  promissory  note  described  in  tk«  body  of  it  as  "payable  on  the  last  day  of  October.  At 
A.  B.'s," — must,  by  the  law  of  England,  be  presented  at  the  place  named ;  and  the  latter  word* 
are  not  to  be  treated  a«  a  mere  memorandum,  because  separated  from  the  former  by  a  fiUl 
point 

Debt,  on  two  foreign  promissory  notes. 

The  first  count  stated  that  the  defendant,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the 
25th  of  March,  1843,  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  at  Brussels,  in 
the  kingdom  of  Belgium,  according  to  the  law  of  the  said  kingdom 
of  Belgium  in  that  behalf,  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  and 
delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  the  sum  of  2000  francs  at  the  end  of  the  month  of  July,  1843| 
for  value  received, — ^which  period  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit :  Averment,  that  the  said  sum  of  2000  francs  in  the  said 
promissory  note  mentioned,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  note, 
and  when  the  same  became  due,  was,  and  is,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of 
the  value  of  80Z.,  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain :  whereby,  &c. 

The  second  count  was  upon  a  similar  note,  dated  the  31st  of  July, 
1843,  for  500  francs  (or  202.),  and  payable  three  months  after  date. 

There  W4I  also  a  count  upon  an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — ^first,  that  he  did  not  make  the  said  promis- 
sory notes  in  the  first  and  second  counts  mentioned  respectively,  or 
either  of  them,  in  ^manner  and  form  as  in  those  counts  respect-  r-^r^^n 
ively  alleged ;  concluding  to  the  country.  ^ 

Secondly,  to  the  first  and  second  counts,  that  the  promissory  notes  in^ 
the  said  first  and  second  counts  mentioned  respectively,  were  respectively 
made  beyond  the  seas,  at  a  certain  place  in  the  kingdom  of  Belgium,  to 
wit,  at  Brussels,  and  not  elsewhere ;  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
respectively  were,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  thereof  respect- 
ively, domiciled  in  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  to  wit,  at  Brussels  afore- 
said, and  the  said  promissory  notes  respectively  were  made  as  and  for 
promissory  notes  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the 
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skid  kingdoiii  6f  Belgtsm ;  thaly  bj  the  laws  of  tlM  and  ^dagdom  Hi  Bol> 
giuniy  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  notes  respectivelj,  and  theMi 
hitherto  in  force,  every  promissory  note  made  within  the  said  kingdom 
of  Belgium  must  bear  date  of  some  certain  day  in  the  said  note  named, 
and  that  any  writing  purporting  to  be  a  promissory  note,  and  not  having 
such  date  as  aforesaid,  is  by  the  said  laws  wholly  ineffectual  to  charge 
the  maker  thereof ;  and  diat  the  promissory  notes  in  the  first  and  second 
(founts  mentioned  respectively,  did  not,  nor  did  either  of  them,  nor  did 
they  or  either  of  them  at  any  time,  bear  date  of  any  certain  day  in  the 
said  notes  respectively  named :  verification. 

Thirdly,  that  the  promissory  notes  in  the  said  first  and  second  counts 
of  the  declaration  mentioned  respectively,  were  respectively  made  in  a 
omrtain  place  in  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  to  wit,  at  Brussels,  and  not 
ebewhere,  and  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  respectively  were,  before  and 
at  the  time  of  the  making  thereof,  respectively  domiciled  within  the  said 
kingdom,  to  wit,  at  Brussels  aforesaid,  and  the  said  promissory  notes 
i^espectively  weremade  as  and  for  promissory  notes  within  the  true  intent 
*k'\An  ^^^  Cleaning  of  the  said  ^laws  of  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium; 
-I  that,  by  the  laws  of  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  said  notes  respectively,  and  thence  hitherto  in  force, 
tliere  must  appear  on  the  face  of  every  promissory  note  made  within  the 
said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  the  name  of  some  person  or  persons  to  whose 
order  such  promissory  note  is  made  payable,  and  that  any  writing  pur- 
porting to  be  a  promissory  note,  and  not  bearmg  upon  the  face  of  it 
the  name  of  some  person  or  persons  as  last  aforesaid,  is  by  the  said  laws 
wholly  ineffectual  to  charge  the  maker  thereof;  and  that  there  does  not, 
nor  did  there  at  any  time,  appear  on  the  face  of  the  promissory  notes  in 
the  first  and  second  counts  of  the  declaration  mentioned  respectively,  or 
on  the  face  of  either  of  them,  the  name  of  any  person  or  persons  to 
whose  order  respectively  tiie  said  notes  respeetivdy  were  or  are  payable : 
verification. 

Fourthly,  that  the  promissory  notes  in  the  said  first  and  second  counts 
of  the  declaration  mentioned  respectively,  were  respective^  made  at  a 
certain  place  in  the  kingdom  of  Belgium,  to  wit,  at  Brussels,  and  not 
elsewhere,  and  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
notes  respectively,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  respectively  domiciled 
in  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  to  wit,  at  Brussels  aforesaid,  and  that 
the  said  promissory  notes  were  respectively  made  as  and  for  promissory 
notes  witJiin  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  said  kingdom 
of  Belgium ;  that,  by  the  said  laws  of  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  said  notes  respectively,  and  thence  hitherto  in 
force,  there  must  be  named,  or  appear,  in  and  upon  every  promissoiy 
note  made  within  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  the  name  of  some  certain 
place  at  ^ich  the  same  is  made  payable,  and  that  any  writing  purporting 
to  be  a  promissory  note,  in  or  npon  whidi  there  shall  not  be  named,  or 
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iipiMar,  the  aame  of  "^mDe  avudi  jdaoe  fyi  afor^Bftid,  shall  not  be  -^^  ^ 
•wlablo  to  chi^rge  tho  miiker  thereof;  and  that  there  is  not,  nor  ^  - 
mis  there  at  any  tiyie  named,  nor  was  there,  nor  did  there  appear,  in  or 
upon  the  said  promissory  notes,  or  either  of  them,  the  name  of  any  sueh 
place  as  kst  aforesaid :  Teriiication. 

Fifthly,  that  the  promissory  notes  m  th6  said  first  and  second  counts 
ef  the  declaration  m^itioned  reqpectiYely,  were  respectiTely  made  at  a 
certain  place  in  the  kingdom  of  Belgium,  to  wit,  at  Brassels,  and  not 
ekewhere,  and  tfaat»  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
notes  respectively^  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  respectiyely  domi- 
ciled in  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  to  wit,  at  Brussels  aforesaid,  and 
the  said  promissory  notes  were  respectiyely  made  as  and  for  promissory 
notes  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  said 
kingdom  of  Bdgium ;  that,  by  the  bws  of  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium 
irt  tbe  time  of  the  making  of  the  siud  SfOtes  respectiyely  and  thence 
hitherto  in  force,  there  must  be  expressed  in  and  upon  every  promissory 
note  made  in  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  the  consideration  or  value 
which  was  giy^n  for  the  same,  in  money  or  merchandise,  in  account,  or 
in  whatever  other  nanner^  and  that  any  writing  purporting  to  be  a 
promissory  note  in  or  upon  which  there  shall  not  be  expressed  such 
eonsideratiw  or  vf^ue  9fi  lust  aforesaid,  shall  not  be  available  to  charge 
the  leaker  thereof;  and  that  there  is  no^  nor  was  there  at  any  tiiiie 
eiqpreased  in  or  upon  the  asid  notes,  or  either  of  them,  any  such  value  or 
consideration  as  aforesidd :  verification. 

The  plaintiff  rq[)Ued  to  the  second  plea,  that,  at  Ae  time  of  the 
making  of  the  said  notes  respectively,  tiie  promissory  notes  in  the  said 
first  and  second  counts  mentioned  resfteetively  did)  i^nd  each  of  them  did, 
bear  di^te  of  a  certain  diay  in  the  said  notes  respectively  '''named,  r^^o^/. 
that  is  to  say,  &c*  To  the  third,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  makiog  ^ 
of  the  said  notes  respectively,  there  did  ai^ptoar  on  the  face  of  the 
promissory  notes  in  the  first  and  seoond  counts  of  the  declaration 
mentioned  respectively,  and  on  the  iace  of  eaoh  of  them,  the  name  of  a 
person  to  whose  order  respectively  the  same  were  respectively  payaUs, 
to  wit,  the  name  of  ths  plaintiff.  To  the  fourth,  that,  at  the  time  of 
the  Df^ikking  of  thcf  said  notes  respectively,  there  was,  and  now  is,  and 
there  appeared)  and  now  appears,  in  and  upon  the  said  prennssory  notes, 
and  each  of  them,  the  name  of  a  certain  place  at  which  the  said  promis- 
sory notes  were,  and  eaoh  of  them  was,  made  payable,  to  wit,  Brussels 
aforesaid,  in  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium.  And  to  the  fifth,  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  notes  respectively,  there  was,  and 
now  is,  expressed  upon  the  said  notes  respectively,  and  eadi  of  them,  the 
value  whi<^  was  given  fior  the  same  reqieotively,  and  for  each  of  them, 
40  wit)  value  received  in  cash. 

The  defendant  jMgoiiied,  traversing  the  malters  alleged  in  each  of 
theso  rqi^caJ^oQS.    JEssoe  tiiereon. 
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The  ease  was  tried  before  Pakkb,  B.,  at  the  spring  assizes  at  Eingstoii, 

in  1849.    The  two  notes  were  prodacecL    The  one  declared  on  the  first 

coant  was  made  payable  ^^  chez  M,  LegreUcy^  not  stating  where*    The 

other  was  as  follows : — 

''Bmzenes,  le  81  JoiUet,  184& 

^^  Bon  poor  frs.  500. 

^'  A  trois  mois  de  date,  je  payend  &  I'ordre  de  Mons.  F.  Yander 
Donckt  la  somme  de  cinq  cent  francs,  valenr  refue  eomptant. 

"  Accept^,  bon  poor  cinq  cent  francs,  payable  &  la  fin 
d'Octobre,  1843.     Chex  M.  Legrelle. 

"C.  Thbllusson." 
^  *0a  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected,  that  there  was 

-I  a  variance  between  the  declaration  and  the  proof, — ^the  declaration 
describing  the  notes  as  payable  generally,  and  the  notes  themselves,  when 
produced,  appearing  to  be  payable  at  a  particular  place,  viz.,  the  house 
of  M.  Legrelle ;  and  that  there  was  no  averment  or  proof  of  presentment 
of  the  notes  there. 

The  plaintiff  called  a  witness  named  De  Eeyser,  who  stated  that  he 
was  a  native  of  Belginm ;  that  he  had  formerly  carried  on  the  business 
of  a  merchant  and  commissioner  in  stocks  and  bills  of  exchange  at  Brus- 
sels, but  was  now  an  hotel-keeper  in  London;  and  that  he  was  well 
acquainted  with  the  Belgian  law  upon  the  subject  of  bills  and  notes. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected  that  M.  De  Keyser  was 
not  an  admissible  witness  to  prove  the  foreign  law,  he  neither  being  a 
lawyer,  nor  a  person  who  was  bound,  by  reason  of  his  holding  any  office, 
to  have  a  knowledge  of  the  law  of  Belgium. 
*    The  learned  judge,  however,  overruled  the  objection. 

The  witness  then  stated,  that,  by  the  law  of  Belgiftm,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary, even  though  a  bill  or  note  is  made  payable  at  a  particular  place, 
that  it  should  be  presented  there  for  payment. 

Under  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge, — ^who  told  them,  that,  if  they 
believed  the  law  of  Belgium  to  be  as  stated  by  De  Eeyser,  they  must 
find  for  the  plaintiff, — ^the  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Wille%y  in  Easter  term  last,  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
improper  reception  of  evidence,  and  misdirection.  In  order  to  qualify  a 
person  to  give  evidence  of  the  law  of  a  foreign  country,  it  is  essential 
either  that  he  be  a  professional  man,  or  that  he  hold  some  office  which 
J^^  ^-  makes  it  his  duty  to  have  a  ^knowledge  of  such  law.  In  the  case 
^  of  the  Queen  t;.  Dent,  1  Carr.  &  K.  97,  it  was  ruled  by  Wight- 
HAN,  J.,  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  that  it  is  not  essential  that  % 
witness  who  is  called  to  prove  the  law  of  Scotland  as  to  marriage,  should 
be  at  all  connected  with  the  legal  profession.  But,  in  The  Sussex  Peer*^ 
age  case,  11  Clark  &  Fin.  85,  134,  Lord  Ltndhurst,  0.,  in  deciding 
upon  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  of  Dr.  Wiseman,  as  to  the  law  of 
Rome  regarding  marriage,  says :  ^'  He  comes  within  the  description  of  a 
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person  peritus  virtute  officii,  I  ought  to  say  at  once  that  it  is  the  uni- 
▼orsal  opinion  both  of  the  judges  and  the  lords,  that  the  case  (The  Queen 
9.  Dent),  as  represented  to  have  been  decided  by  Mr.  Justice  Wightman, 
is  not  law."  And  his  lordship  there  (11  Olark  &  Fin.  124)  explains 
the  case  of  Oaner  v.  Lady  Lanesborough,  Peake's  N.  P.  0.  25,  where 
a  Jewess  was  permitted  to  give  parol  evidence  of  her  having  been  divorced 
before  the  Rabbi  at  Leghorn,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  Jews  there, 
—on  the  ground  that  that  was  not  giving  evidence  of  foreign  law. 
[Maule,  J.,  referred  to  Lindo  v,  Belisario,  Hagg.  Con.  Rep.  216,  where 
that  matter  was  much  discussed.  Y.  Williams,  J.  I  suppose  my  brother 
Parke  thought  this  was  a  question  of  mercantile  usage,  rather  than  of 
law.]  He  did  not  so  put  it.  The  witness  was  called  to  give  evidence 
upon  a  pure  question  of  law,  and  one  which  was  long  the  subject  of  differ- 
ence between  the  courts  of  King's  Bench  and  Common  Pleas  in  this 
oountry.(a)  In  Baron  de  Bode's  case,  8  Q.  B.  208,  246,  evidence  being 
offered  to  prove  the  law  of  inheritance  at  a  particular  time  in  Alsace,  one 
of  the  witnesses  called  for  that  purpose, — a  French  lawyer,  *prao-  r^o^Q 
tising  in  Alsace, — stated,  on  cross-examination,  that  the  feudal  *• 
law  had  been  put  an  end  to  in  Alsace,  de  factOj  ^^  by  the  torrent  of  the 
French  revolution,"  and  that  there  was  a  decree  of  the  French  National 
Assembly  to  that  effect,  of  the  4th  of  August,  1789 ;  and  he  said  that 
he  had  learned  this  fact  in  the  course  of  his  legal  studies :  and  this  was 
held,  by  Lord  Dsnman  and  Williams  and  Colbridos,  JJ., — ^Patibson, 
J.,  dissentientey — to  be  admissible  evidence,  though  no  other  proof  was 
given  of  the  contents  of  the  decree.  That  case  shows  the  strictness  with 
which  the  rule  has  been  construed. 

As  to  the  second  note,  if  the  place  of  payment,  ^*  chez  M.  Legrelle,'*. 
forms  part  of  the  contract,  there  is  a  variance ;  if  not,  the  issue  is  wrong. 
[Cresswsll,  J.     It  is  not  of  necessity  to  be  paid  there.     Country  bank- 
notes in  England  are  commonly  expressed  to  be  payable  at  some  banker's 
in  London^  but  they  are  not  the  less  payable  at  the  local  bank.] 

Wilde,  C.  J.  As  to  the  first  point, — ^the  admission  of  a  witness 
unconnected  with  the  law,  to  prove  the  state  of  the  law  of  Belgium  on 
the  subject  of  bills  of  exchange, — ^we  think  the  point  one  of  sufficient 
importance  to  justify  the  court  in  granting  a  rule.  As  to  the  other 
point,  however,  we  think  the  rule  ought  not  to  go.  The  fourth  plea 
alleges  that  '*  there  must  be  named,  or  appear,  in  and  upon  every  pro- 
missory note  made  within  the  kingdom  of  Belgium,  the  name  of  some 
certain  place  at  ^hich  the  same  is  made  payable,  and  that  any  writing 
purporting  to  be  a  promissory  note,  in  or  upon  which  there  shall  not  be 
named,  or  appear,  the  name  of  some  such  place  as  aforesaid,  shall  not  be 
available  to  charge  the  maker  thereof;  and  that  there  is  not,  nor  was 
there  at  any  time  named,  nor  does  there  appear,  in  or  upon  the  said 

(a)  See  Fi^le  9.  Bird,  6  B.  4  C.  631,  0  D.  A  B.  S80,  2  C  4  P.  809;  Gibb  r.  MsUmt  (ia  m99)^ 
2  0.  A  J.  254>  2  Tynrh.  189,  8  Blngh.  214,  lM,k  Seol^  887. 
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promiasory  notes,  or  either  of  them,  the  name  of  any  such  place  as  la^t 
*fi9Ai  **f^^®said ;"  and  that  allegation  is  traversed  by  the  replication. 
-'  It  does  not  follow,  that,  because  the  Belgian  law  requires  a  place 
of  payment  to  appear  on  the  bill  or  note,  that  necessarily  restricts  the 
presentment  and  payment  to  that  place.  The  issue  is  to  be  disposed  of 
by  an  inspection  of  the  instrument :  and,  when  produced,  it  shows  that  % 
place  of  payment  U  named. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted  accordingly^ 

Lash  now  showed  cause.  The  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  prove  the 
foreign  law :  the  allegation  that  the  notes  were  made  according  to  the 
law  of  Belgium  was  immaterial,  and  altogether  unusuaL  [Mauls,  J. 
According  to  the  law  of  England,  it  would  be  necessary  to  aver  that  the 
notes  were  made  payable  at  Legrelle's,  and  to  show  a  presentment  there. 
Cbesswell,  J.  The  notes  are  described  in  the  declaration  as  payable 
generally :  upon  their  production  at  the  trial,  they  appeared  to  be  pay- 
able at  a  particular  place.  That  is  a  variance.  Maule,  J.  The  objec- 
tion fails,  if  the  foreign  law  was  competently  proved ;  for,  the  evidence 
showed,  that,  by  the  Belgian  law,  instruments  in  this  form  are,  in  effect, 
payable  generally.  Confine  yourself  for  the  present  to  the  consideration 
of  the  note  in  the  second  count, — ^whether  "  Chez  M.  Legrelle**  was  part 
of  the  contract,  or  a  mere  memorandum.]  As  to  that,  the  court  will 
judge,  from  an  inapectiop  of  the  note,  where  the  contract  closes.  Unless 
it  is  palpable  that  the  words  ^'  Chez  M.  Logrelle"  were  intended  to  form 
part  of  the  note,  the  court  will  incline  to  exclude  them,  and  treat  them 
ae|  a  mere  memorandum.  The  full  stop  which  precedes  those  words  must 
be  taken  to  mean  something.  If  it  be  left  in  doubt,  the  court  will  incline 
to  sustain  the  contract. 

TFi7fe«,  contri.  Unless  the  full  stop  is  to  have  effect  given  to  it, — for 
•ASH  ^^^^^  there  is  no  authority  whatever, — *the  words  "Chez  M. 
-^  Legrelle,"  which  precede  the  signature,  must  be  takeii  to  form 
part  of  the  note.  The  courts  never  regard  punctuation,  which  is  an  arbi- 
trary arrangement,  not  unfrequently  destructive  of  the  sense.  The 
maxims  Apices  juris  non  sunt  juray''  and  ^^  Nimia  subtilitas  in  jure 
reprobatur :  et  talis  certitudo  certitudinem  oonfundit^"  are  peculiarly 
%pplicable  to  such  a  case  as  this.  [Maulb,  J.  I  fear  we  shall  hardly 
escape  from  the  application  of  these  maxims,  whichever  way  we  may 
decide.     I  think  we  must  hear  the  other  point.] 

Lush.  The  witness  De  Keyser  was  clearly  competent.  It  was  not 
necessary  that  he  should  be  a  lawyer.  [Maule,  J.  In  the  Sussex 
Peerage  case,  it  is  to  be  observed,  the  House  of  Lords  was  sitting  as  a 
Committee  of  Privileges  only,  and  not  as  a  court  of  justice,  properly  so 
called.  In  the  Banbury  Peerage  case,  12  Howeirs  State  Trials,  1183, 
the  Berkeley  Peerage  case,  and  the  Queen's  case,  where  the  Lords  were 
sitting  under  their  original  jurisdiction,  the  common  law  judges  were 
^led  upon  to  consider  certain  points  of  law  which  were  submitted  to 
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them.  Their  opinions  are  considered  antJiorities  to  a  certain  extent,  and 
are  often  cited.]  This  was  simplj  a  question  of  commercial  usage.  The 
witness  had  been  a  merchant  and  stock-broke'r  at  Brussels, — a  person 
who  must  be  conversant  with  money  securities :  and  he  proves  the  custom 
of  merchants  as  to  bills  and  notes.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Sussex 
Peerage  ca«e  to  show  that  a  foreign  merchant  is  not  admissible  for  the 
purpose  of  speaking  to  a  matter  of  commercial  usage.  The  language  of 
Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.,  in  that  case,  very  much  strengthens  this  view. 
*'  The  witness,"  he  says  (11  Clark  &  Pin.  85),  "  is  in  a  situation  of  im- 
portance ;  he  is  engaged  in  the  performance  of  important  and  responsible 
public  duties ;  *and,  connected  with  them,  and  in  order  to  dis-  p^ooo 
charge  them  properly,  lie  is  bound  to  make  himself  acquainted  ^ 
with  this  subject  of  the  law  of  marriage.  That  being  so,  his  evidence  is 
in  the  nature  of  that  of  a  judge.  It  is  impossible  to  say  that  he  is  in- 
competent." A  British  consul  clearly  would  be  admissible  upon  a  qued- 
tion  of  commercial  law.  [Maule,  J.  The  difficulty  is,  that  you  are 
seeking,  by  evidence  of  local  usage,  to  impose  upon  a  written  instrument 
a  construction  different  from  the  obvious  meaning  of  its  terms, — a  some- 
what dangerous  doctrine.]  The  court  cannot  judicially  know  that  there 
is  any  written  law  upon  the  subject  in  Belgium.  [Maulb,  J.  The  court 
is  not  at  liberty  to  have  recourse  to  usage  to  construe  a  written  instru- 
ment, the  words  of  which  have  no  technical  meaning.  If  De  Eeyser  is 
not  competent  to  prove  the  law  of  Belgium,  you  say  he  was  competent  to 
prove  usage.  There  is  no  doubt  about  that.  But,  is  proof  of  usage 
admissible  in  contradiction  of  a  written  instrument?]  It  is  the  fact  of  ^ 
the  law-merchant  of  this  country  putting  upon  the  words  of  the  contract 
a  construction  different  from  their  natural  meaning,  which  raises  the 
difficulty.  [Maulb,  J.  Construing  the  words  without  reference  to  the 
law-merchant,  they  would  mean,  "I  will  nay  at  the  place  indicated,  if 
you  choose  to  come  and  ask  for  the  money  there."]  In  no  case  has  it 
ever  been  held  that  a  lawyer  must  necessarily  be  called  to  speak  to 
Toreign  law. 

WiUes^  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  simple  question  is,  whether  this 
hotel-keeper  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  Belgian  law.  In  Best's 
Principles  of  Evidence,  §  344,  p.  884,  it  is  said :  "  The  use  of  witnesses 
being,  to  inform  the  tribunal  of  f(zct8j  their  opinians  are  not,  m  general^ 
receivable  as  evidence."  "  The  rule  in  *question  (§  845,  p.  886)  is  p^ooo 
not  without  its  exceptions.  Being  based  on  the  presumption  that  ^ 
the  tribunal  is  as  capable  of  forming  a  judgment  on  the  facts  as  the  witness, 
wherever  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to  rebut  this  presumption,  the 
rule  naturally  ceases — ^  cessanie  rattone  UgU  cetsat  ipsa  lex.'  Thus,  on 
questions  of  science,  skill,  trade,  and  others  of  the  like  kind,  persons 
conversant  with  the  subject-matter,  called  by  foreign  jurists  eaapertSy  are 
permitted  to  give  their  opinions  in  evidence.  This  rests  on  the  maxim, 
^cuUibet  in  sud  arte  peritOy  est  credendvm;*  "dxA  the  true  rule  on  the 
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subject  seems  oorrectlj  stated  by  the  late  Mr.  Smith  (1  Smith's  Leading 
Cases,  286),  that  ^  the  opinion  of  witnesses  possessing  peculiar  skill,  is 
admissible  whenever  the  subject-matter  of  inquiry  is  such  that  inez» 
perienced  persons  are  unlikely  to  prove  capable  of  forming .  a  correct 
judgment  upon  it  without  such  assistance ;  in  other  words,  when  it  so 
far  partakes  of  the  nature  of  a  science  or  art,  as  to  require  a  course  of 
previous  habit  or  study,  in  order  to  attain  a  knowledge  of  it.'  A  large 
number  of  instances  of  the  application  of  this  principle  are  to  be  found 
in  the  books."  ^^It  is  on  this  principle  also,  that  the  evidence  of  pro- 
fessional or  official  persons  is  receivable  in  proof  of  foreign  laws,  who, 
from  the  very  nature  of  the  subject,  can  only  speak  to  their  judgment  or 
belief."  In  Ganer  v.  Lady  Lanesborough,  the  question  arose  as  to  the 
marriage  customs  among  the  Jews, — a  people  who,  however  much  favoured 
in  ancient  times,  are  how  without  laws  or  courts  apart  from  the  ordinary 
courts  of  the  country  of  their  domicil.  [Maulb,  J.  It  is  difficult  to  say 
that  the  evidence  there  did  not  involve  a  matter  of  law.]  The  line  must 
be  drawn  somewhere :  and  it  would  be  safer  to  draw  it  so  as  to  exclude  all 
except  professional  men,  and  persons  who,  by  virtue  of  their  office,  may 
*Md'\  ^^^  ^  ^^  peritos.  [Crbsswbll,  J.  Would  Baron  '^'Rothschild 
-I  be  supposed  to  know  anything  about  the  law  of  England  as  to  bills 
of  exchange  ?]  As  a  matter  of  fact,  probably  he  is  peritu9.  The  learned 
judge  here  decided  on  the  authority  of  The  Queen  v.  Dent,  altogether 
disregarding  the  fact  of  that  case  having  been  overruled  by  the  Sussex 
Peerage  case. 

Maule,  J.  We  must  take  it  to  be  the  law  of  England,  that,  in  order 
to  prove  the  law  of  a  foreign  country,  there  must  be  some  special  ground 
for  believing  that  the  person  who  is  offisred  is  more  than  ordinarily  capable 
of  speaking  upon  the  subject.  In  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Dent,  a  wit- 
ness was  called  who  stated  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  law  of  Scot- 
land, but  it  did  not  appear  that  he  was,  or  ever  had  been,  connected  with 
the  law,  or  in  any  situation  which  made  it  necessary  that  he  should  have 
made  himself  acquainted  with  the  Scotch  law.  The  members  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  Privileges  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the  Sussex  Peerage  case, 
thought  that  the  ruling  of  my  brother  Wighthan  in  that  case  was  erro- 
neous. We  bow  to  that  decision.  The  question,  then,  is,  whether  the 
witness  who  gave  evidence  of  the  Belgian  law  in  this  case,  falls  within 
the  principle  of  exclusion  which  is  implied  in  the  opinion  of  the  lords 
and  the  judges  in  the  Sussex  Peerage  case.  Unless  ho  does,  he  was 
clearly  admissible ;  for,  it  is  upon  that  ground  only  that  he  is  said  to  be 
inadmissible.  The  ground  of  exclusion  relied  on,  is,  as  in  The  Queen  t?. 
Dent,  that  there  is  a  total  absence  of  any  peculiar  means  of  information 
in  the  witness  on  the  subject  upon  which  he  is  called  to  speak.  It 
appeared  that  he  is  now  carrying  on  the  business  of  an  hotel-keeper,  but 
that  he  had  formerly  been  a  merchant  and  stock-broker  at  Brussels. 
Whatever  the  line  of  business  he  now  follows,  if  he  was  an  expert 
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before,  he  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  less  so  now.  The  questioii  is^ 
*  whether  he  is  a  person  having  special  and  peculiar  means  of  p^c^oe 
knowledge  of  the  law  of  Belgium  with  regard  to  bills  of  exchange  ^ 
and  promissory  notes, — one  whose  business  it  was  to  attend  to,  and  make 
himself  acquainted  with,  the  subject*  I  think,  that,  inasmuch  as  he  had 
been  carrying  on  a  business  which  made  it  his  interest  to  take  cognisance 
of  the  foi^eign  law,  ho  does  fall  within  the  description  of  an  expert.  Apply* 
ing  one's  common  sense  to  the  matter,  why  should  not  persons  who  may 
be  reasonably  supposed  to  be  acquainted  with  the  subject, — though  they 
have  not  filled  any  oflScial  appointment,  such  as  judge,  or  advocate,  or 
solicitor, — ^be  deemed  competent  to  speak  upon  it  ?  Persons  who  have 
practised  as  physicians  are  frequently  examined,  and  no  inquiry  is  ever 
made  as  to  whether  or  not  they  have  a  regular  diploma.  All  persons,  I 
think,  who  practise  a  business  or  profession  which  requires  them  to 
possess  a  certain  knowledge  of  the  matter  in  hand,  are  experts,  so  far 
as  expertness  is  required. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Cresswbll,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  clear  from  the 
learned  baron's  notes,  that  he  had  considered  the  Sussex-Peerage  case, 
and  that  it  occurred  to  his  mind  that  nothing  that  passed  there  showed 
that  this  witness  was  inadmissible.  He  thought, — and  I  entirely  agree 
with  him, — that  the  circumstance  of  Mr.  De  Keyser  having,  as  a  mer- 
ehant  and  stock-broker,  been  conversant  with  the  Belgian  law  with 
regard  to  bills,  essentially  distinguished  the  present  case  from  that 
observed  upon  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  must  be  taken,  upon 
the  evidence  of  this  witness,  that  it  was  part  of  .his  business  as  a  mer- 
chant and  broker  in  Belgium,  to  acquire  a  correct  notion  of  the  law  of 
that  *country  regarding  bills  of  exchange.  He  was,  therefore,  i-^o^/i 
an  admissible  witness;  though,  it  might  turn  out  that  his  evi-  '-  *' 
dence,  like  that  of  many  experts  and  scientific  persons,  was  very  little 
worth.(a) 

(a)  The  French  Code  de  Commeree,  which,  without  the  modifieatioris  it  has  undergone  in 
France,  has  oontlnued  to  regulate  the  commercial  transaetlonB  of  Belgium  ever  since  the  year 
1814,  when  the  political  seyerance  of  the  two  countries  took  place,  contains  the  following  pro- 
vision as  to  negotiable  promissory  notes  (Li7. 1,  tit  VIII.  sect  II.  art  188.) — "Le  billet  ii  ordre 
eet  dat6.  H  ^nonce  la  somme  &  payer,  le  nom  de  eelui  &  Tordre  de  qui  il  est  souscrit,  T^poque  ^ 
laquello  le  paiement  doit  s'eiFectuer,  la  Taleur  qui  a  €t6  foumie  en  espies,  en  marchandites,  6n 
compte,  on  de  toute  autre  manidre." 

The  witness  De  Eeyser,  who  was,  in  effect,  called  to  place  a  construction  upon  a  written  law, 
made  no  distinction  between  bills  and  notes.  With  respect  to  the  former,  the  Code  do  Commerce, 
No.  110,  instead  of  requiring,  aa  in  the  oase  of  a  note,  the  statement  of  "I'^poque  d.  laquelle  le 
paiement  duit  s'effectuer,"  has  'T^poque  et  le  lieu  oH  le  paiement  doit  s'effectner."  As  the  same 
clause  says,  **  La  lettre  de  chiuigo  est  tir^e  d'nn  lieu  sur  un  autre,"  the  words  "et  le  lieu  oil  le 
-peiement  doit  s'effectaer,"  might  be  reasonably  regarded  as  relating  merely  to  the  "town"  in 
which  the  payment  was  to  be  made. 

As  to  the  mode  of  proving  the  written  law  of  a  foreign  eountry,  see  Boehtlink  v.  Schneider, 
3  B^p.  N.  P.  C.  58;  Clegg  v.  Lery,  3  Camp.  166;  Millar  «.  Heinrick,  4  Camp.  156.  Bee  also 
.Premovlt  v.  Deiire,  1  P.  Wms.  420. 
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Talfourd,  J.  I  am  6f  the  same  opinion.  Foreign  lair  is  matter  of 
fact :  anj  person  who  can  satisfy  tbe  court  that  he  has  Iiad  the  means 
of  knowing  it,  is  an  admissible  witiiess  to  prove  it.{a)  One  who  has  been 
long  in  the  habit  of  attending  as  a  special  jnrjman  in  the  city  of  Lon* 
don,  would,  no  doubt,  be  well  qualified  to  speak  as  to  the  law  of  England 
on  many  subjects  connected  with  commerce.  As  to  the  cidmiuibility  of 
this  person's  evidence,  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt,  whatever  may  have 
been  the  weight  it  was  entitled  to.  Rule  di8charged.(&) 

(a)   Vide  po9l,  Win. 

(6)  See  Emrl  Kelson  v.  Lord  Bridport,  8  Baafan,  527,  547.    And  see  Broom's  Legal  Mudau, 
Sd  edit,  720—715. 
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la  nffsumpsit  on  s  promissory  note  made  by  the  defendant,  payable  to  J.  H.,  and  ondoraed  by 
J.  U.  to  the  plaintiff, — it  appeared  that  there  were  two  persons  of  the  same  name,  father  and 
son,  and  there  was  no  eridenee  to  show  to  which  of  them  the  note  had  been  giren ;  bnt  it 
appeared  that  the  endorsement  was  in  the  handwriting  of  J.  H.  the  son: — ^Held,  thAt, 
althongh  primA  facie  the  presumption  would  l>e  that  J.  H*  the  father  was  mean^  that  pictnmp- 
tion  was  rebutted  by  the  son's  endorsement 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  defendant,  payable  to 
John  Holland,  and  endorsed  by  John  Holland  to  the  plaintiff. 

Pleas, — 1.  that  the  defendant  did  not  make  the  note, — 2.  that  the  said 
John  Holland  did  not  endorse  it. 

At  the  trial  before  Gresswell,  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after 
Michaelmas  term,  1848,  it  appeared  that  there  were  two  John  Hollands, 
father  and  son,  who  were  both  in  desperate  circumstances.  It  was  proved 
•that  the  handwriting  of  the  endorsement  was  that  of  John  Holland  the 
son.  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  whether  the  note  had  been  given 
to  the  father  or  to  the  son. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  submitted  that  the  ontw  probandi 
was  on  the  plaintiff,  that  the  presumption,  according  to  the  authority  of 
Sweeting  t;.  Fowler,  which  was  cited  from  Byles  on  Bills,  p.  57,  was,  that 
the  note  was  given  to  the  father,  and  that  there  was  no  evidence  to 
encounter  that  presumption. 

The  learned  judge  ruled  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  the  bill  was  given  to  the  son,  and  not  to  the  father,  and  that  there 
was  no  evidence  at  all  of  that.  The  jury  accordingly  found  for  the 
defendant. 

BramweUy  in  Hilary  term,  1849,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 

ByUsy  Serjt.,  and  Griffiths^  now  showed  cause.     The  issue  to  be  tried, 

was,  whether  the  John  Holland  who  was  the  payee  of  the  note,  had,  by 

♦8^81  ^^^  ^^^  hand,  or  by  *the  hand  of  another  person,  endorsed  it  to 

the  plaintiff.    There  was  no  evidence  whatever  to  prove  the  afkm%- 
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tive.  Where  there  are  two  persons^  father  and  00s,  bearing  the  same 
name  and  surname,  and  one  is  named,  without  distinguishing  between 
senior  and  junior,  it  will  be  assumed  that  the  father  is  meant,  and  not 
the  son.  The  authorities  upon  the  subject  are  distinct.  In  Gregory's 
case,(a)  it  is  said :  ^^  If  speech  be  of  J.  S.  generally,  it  shall  be  intended 
of  the  father,  or  of  the  eldest  son ;  for,  they  are  the  most  worthy."  So, 
m  Metcalfe's  case,  11  Go.  Rep.  39  a :  '*  If  the  father  and  son  are  of  one 
name,  viz.  J.  S.,  if  J.  S.  is  named  generally  in  a  writ,  count,  or  other 
record,  it  shall  be  intended  of  the  father;  for,  he  is  the  more  worthy." 
In  Wilson  v.  Stubs,  Hob.  330,  a  capias  vtlagatum  issued  against  one 
Ralph  Stubs,  and  under  it  Ralph  Stubs  the  younger  was  arrested :  and 
the  court  held  that  ^^  Stubs  the  younger  might  have  his  action  of  false 
imprisonment ;  for,  that  the  defendant  being  named  Ralph  Stubs,  without 
addition,  shall  never  be  accounted  the  younger,  but  always  the  elder  of 
the  two  of  that  name."  And,  in  Lepiot  v.  Browne,  1  Salk.  7,  Holt, 
C.  J.,  said :  '^  If  father  and  son  are  both  called  A.  B.,  by  naming  A.  B., 
the  father,  primd  facie,  shall  be  intended ;  but,  if  a  devise  were  to  A. 
B.,  and  the  devisor  did  not  know  the  father,  it  would  go  to  the  son." 
That  is,  that,  if  there  be  evidence  to  encounter  the  presumption  of  law, 
it  may  be  rebutted.(5)  Again,  in  Sweeting  v.  Fowler,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  0. 
106,  it  was  held,  that  proof  of  a  promissory  note  payable  to  Henry 
Sweeting  generally,  was  primd  facie  evidence  of  a  promise  to  Henry 
*Swceting  the  father,  and  not  to  Henry  Sweeting  the  son.  There  r^ooo 
being  no  evidence  here,  to  show  that  John  Holland  the  son  was 
the  party  meant,  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge  was  perfectly  correct. 
The  objection,  indeed,  might  be  put  higher.  Suppose  there  was  but  one 
John  Holland,  it  was  not  enough  merely  to  produce  a  note  endorsed 
^^  John  Holland,"  without  showing  some  connexion  between  him  and  the 
person  named  in  the  declaration :  Jones  v.  Jones,  9  M.  &  W.  75.  There, 
in  an  action  by  endorsee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  the 
defendant  pleaded, — 1.  that  he  did  not  make  the  note, — 2.  that  he  made 
it  for  the  accommodation  of  the  plaintiff.  There  was  an  attesting  witness 
to  the  contract,  who,  on  being  called  at  the  trial,  stated  that  he  saw  the 
signature  (Hugh  Jones)  to  the  note  written  by  a  party  whose  occupation 
and  residence  he  described,  but  that  he  had  had  no  communication  witli 
him  since,  and  that  Hugh  Jones  was  a  common  name  in  the  neighbour- 
hood where  the  note  was  made.  It  was  held  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury,  of  the  identity  of  the  defendant  with  the  maker  of  the 
note ;  and  that  the  second  plea  could  not  be  called  in  aid  for  that  pur- 
pose.   [GaESSWBLL,  J.    I  think  that  case  has  been  overruled.(c)    Tal- 

(a)  6  Co.  R«p.  20  a,  citing  Uie  Tew  Boo^  37  H.  6,  20  b  (T.  S7  H.  6,  fo.  29  b,  pL  lOv  21  H  6, 
8  (by  mifltake,  vH  ^dniur,  for  21  H.  6,  26,  Grey  v.  BoUey,  B.  21  H.  %  fo.  20,  pi.  9),  13  H.  4,  4  b 
(Combe's  case,  H.  13  H.  4,  fo.  4  b,  pi.  S). 

(6)  It  would  be  a  case  of  UaoU  ambignitj. 

(e)  flee  QrMiMbieldB  «.  Crawford,  9  H.  4  W.  814, 1  Dowl.  N.  &  4S9.  And  lee  Barker  v.  Stead, 
aJlaa.  Off.  #&  0(#. 
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FOURD,  J.y  referred  to  The  King  v.  Peace,  3  B.  &  Aid.  579|  where,  upoii 
sn  indictment  for  an  assault  upon  Elizabeth  Edwards,  it  was  held  to  be 
sufficient  to  prove  that  an  assault  was  committed  upon  a  person  bearing 
that  name,  although  it  appeared  that  there  were  two  persons, — ^mother 
and  daughter,-— of  the  same  name.]  The  judgment  of  Lord  Dekhah  in 
Sewell  r.  Evans,  and  Roden  v.  Ryde,  4  Q.  B.  626,  to  some  extent,  con« 
firms  Jones  v.  Jones.(a) 

♦fifton  ^Bramwell  and  GosneU^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  ruling 
-I  of  the  learned  judge  in  this  case  proceeded  entirely  upon  tho 
citation  of  Sweeting  v.  Fowler  from  Byles  on  Bills,  p.  57,  where  the 
case  is  incorrectly  stated,  without  the  qualification  found  in  the  report  in 
Starkio — ^^  but,  A.  B.,  the  son,  although  styled  in  the  declaration  A.  B. 
the  younger,  bringing  the  action,  and  being  in  possession  of  the  note,  is 
entitled  to  recover  upon  it."  In  Jarmain  r.  Hooper,  6  M.  &  G.  827,  7 
Scott,  N.  B.  663,  in  trespass  quare  damumf regit  against  the  sheriff'  and 
A.,  the  sheriff  justified  under  a  fi.  fa.  issued  against  the  goods  of  the 
plaintiff  by  A.:  to  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  the /./a.  did  not 
issue  against  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff.  It  appeared  that  A.  had  obtained 
judgment  against  Joseph  Jarmain,  who  was  the  son  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
thereupon  issued  a  fi.  fa.  against  Joseph  Jarmain,  without  any  further 
description ;  under  which  writ,  the  goods  of  Joseph  Jarmain  the  elder 
were  taken :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  writ  afforded  no  justification  to  the 
sheriff.  The  writ  .might  have  meant  either  father  or  son.  [Maulb,  J. 
The  existence  of  the  writ  de  indemptitate  nominis  proves  that.]  In 
Curtis  V.  Rickards,  1  M.  &  G.  46,  1  Scott,  N.  R.  155,  it  was  held  that 
the  production  by  the  plaintiff  of  an  I  0  U  signed  by  the  defendant,  but 
not  addressed,  is  primd  facie  evidence  that  it  was  given  to  the  plaintiff . 
by  the  defendant ;  and  that,  if  the  latter  wishes  to  rebut  the  inference 
arising  from  its  production  by  the  plaintiff,  he  should  show  that  it  had 
been  in  the  hands  of  some  other  party.     [The  court  here  interposed.] 

Maule,  J.  It  appears  to  the  court  that  this  case  is  governed  by 
Sweeting  v.  Fowler,  as  reported  in  Starkie.  There  was  evidence  to  go 
to  the  jury,  that  the  John  Holland  whose  handwriting  appeared  on  the 
j^  back  of  the  *note,  was  the  party  to  whom  it  was  payable.     If  he 

-'  was  the  payee,  it  was  quite  the  regular  course  for  him  to  endorse 
the  note :  and  it  would  be  quite  out  of  the  way  and  wrong,  (J)  if  he  were 
not.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  existence  of  the  handwriting  of  John  Hol- 
land the  son  on  the  back  of  the  note,  as  endorser,  coupled  with  the  fact 
that  one  party  to  the  note  dealt  with  it  as  the  son's,  was  some  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury  that  the  son,  and  not  the  father,  was  the  payee.  We 
therefore  think  there  must  be  a  new  triall 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring.  Rule  absolute. 

(a)  See  Hamber  v.  Roberto,  7  Man.  Or.  A  8.  861. 

(6)  Vid€  Willismi «.  The  BMt  India  Company,  8  Bait,  192 ;  Doe  d.  James  v.  Mot,  1  Ifmi.  4 
R.  68S ;  6  Hann.  4  B.  S81  (e) ;  2  K.  4  M.  591  («) ;  S  K.  A  U.  70  (a) ;  Yin.  SelMt  Jwi.  <)iMi.  Itt. . 
2,  eap.  2. 
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DIMBS  t;.  WRIGHT  and  Another.    Ihc.  6. 

An  AttorneT'Bbill'ii  not  in  oomplianoe  with  the  6  A  7  Vict  e.  *tZ,  nnleai  it  famish  reasonable  in- 
Ibrmntion,  showing  In  what  eoart  and  in  what  eanse  eaeh  IIbb  eharged  fbr  has  been  traaflMla4 

Assumpsit  on  a  solicitor's  bill. 

Plea, — no  signed  bill  delivered^  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  sta- 
tute 6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  87. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wildb,  0.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London 
after  last  Easter  term.  It  appeared  that  one  of  the  defendants  was  enti- 
tied  to  certain  property  in  right  of  his  wife ;  that,  one  of  the  trustees 
having  become  bankrupt,  it  became  necessary  to  remove  him,  and  to 
appoint  another  in  his  place ;  and  that  an  application  was  made  to  the 
l^ourt  of  review  for  that  purpose.     The  bill  commenced  as  follows : — 

^^  In  the  Matter  of  Wright  and  Another. 

^^  1846,  c7an.  7.  Instructions  for  petition  to  the  court  of  review,  that 
P.  be  appointed  trustee,  &;c.,  in  the  place  of  the  bankrupt. 

♦"  Jan,  26.     Attending  petitioner^ 9  solicitor^  on  his  bringing  r-^jwjo 
copy  petition  to  me,  with  a  request  that  I  would  appear  and  *- 
consent  to  an  order  thereon." 

Then  came  charges  for  searching  for  affidavits,  for  making  office  copy, 
Ac,  and  then  the  following  items : — 

<^  Fee  to  Mr.  H.  and  clerk. 

*'  Attending  him. 

*'  28th.  Attending  court :  petition  called  on,  and  directed  to  stand 
over  till  Tuesday,  the  bankrupt  undertaking  not  to  receive  or  deal  with 
the  property  in  the  mean  time.'* 

Lower  dovm  was  the  following : — 

"  In  Chancery.    Wood  v.  Wright. 

*^  Feb.  8.  Attending  court :  petition  called  on,  and  directed  to  stand 
over  generally,  to  be  amended,  the  bankrupt  and  Mr.  E.  undertaking  by 
their  counsel  not  to  receive  or  deal  with  the  trust  property  without  the 
order  of  the  court." 

It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  this  bill  was  not  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  37th  section  of  the  6  &;  7  Vict.  c.  78,  inas- 
much as  it  did  not  distinctly  state  the  name  of  the  cause  and  of  the  court 
in  which  the  business  had  been  transacted. 

A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  for  103!.,  subject  to  a  motion  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  if  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  bill  was  an  insufficient  one. 

Hurrtfrey^  in  Trinity  term  last,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi.  He 
cited  Ivimey  t;.  Marks,  16  M.  &;  W.  843. 

Coekbum  and  CarringUm  now  showed  cause.  Martindale  v.  Falkner, 
2  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  706,  and  Sargent  t;.  Gannon,  7  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  742,  are 
^distinct  authorities  to  show  that  a  solicitor's  bill  sufficiently  com-  rt^aoo 
plies  with  the  BtatatO)  and  with  the  rule  which  the  decimons .  of  ^  ^i 
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the  courts  baye  engrafted  upon  it,  if  a  statement  of  the  court  and  cause 
a^tpears  therein  by  reasonable  inference.  Here,  bj  reasonable  and 
neBenary  inference,  every  person  looking  at  this  bill,  with  the  knowledge 
which  clients  may  be  fairly  expected  to  have,  must  at  once  see  that  the 
business  ccvld  only  have  been  transacted  in  the  court  of  review.  Oolt- 
if  AN,  J.,  in  the  case  last  cited,  says :  ^^  It  appears  to  be  established  by 
the  cases,  that  there  are  two  requisites  to  make  an  attorney's  bill  of  costs 
a  compliance  with  the  statute,  viz.,  that  it  should  contain  the  name  of 
the  cause,  and  also  that  of  the  court  in  which  the  business  charged  for 
has  been  transacted.  At  the  same  time,  it  appears  to  me,  that,  in 
ascertaining  whether  or  not  these  two  essentials  concur,  we  are  bound  to 
apply  every  reasonable  and  fair  intendment  to  the  language  of  the  bill ; 
for,  though  I  agree  that  the  act  ought  to  be  so  construed  as  to  give  the 
client  the  benefit  intended,  yet  we  are  not  to  shut  our  eyes  to  the  attor- 
ney's claim  to  have  equal  justice  meted  out  to  him  also."  Applying  that 
principle  here,  this  bill  clearly  gives  the  clients  all  the  information  the 
statute  intended  to  secure  to  them. 

Melhr^  in  support  of  the  rule.  In  Martindale  t;.  Falkner,  Maulb,  J., 
says :  ^^  The  statute  requires  the  attorney  to  deliver  to  his  client  a  biH 
of  his  fees,  charges,  and  disbursements,  written  in  a  common  legible  hand, 
and  in  the  English  tongue,  except  law  terms  and  names  of  writs,  and  in 
words  at  length,  except  times  and  sums, — ^a  provision  evidently  calculated 
and  intended  to  secui*e  due  information  being  given  to  simple  people,  to 
enable  them  at  once  to  see,  by  a  plain  and  intelligible  statement,  with 
what  they  are  charged ;  and  one  that  would  have  been  unnecessary,  ff 
^QOA-\  ^^  bill  had  '^'been  a  document  addressed  to  persons  skilled  in 
^  law  and  the  practice  of  the  courts.  The  object  of  this  provision 
appears,  from  the  subsequent  part  of  the  clause,  to  be,  to  enable  Uie 
client  to  apply  to  the  court,  or  to  a  judge  of  the  court,  in  which  the  busi- 
ness, or  the  greatest  part  thereof,  has  been  transacted,  to  have  the  biil 
taxed.  The  intent  of  the  statute  clearly  was,  to  enable  the  client  con- 
veniently to  get  the  bill  taxed,  and,  for  that  purpose,  to  inform  him 
where  he  is  to  apply  to  obtain  such  taxation ;  and  that  object  would  not 
be  conveniently  effected,  unless  the  bill  showed  distinctly  where  the  busi- 
ness had  been  done.'*  And  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Ivitney  tr.  Maris 
sustain  that  view, — holding  that  the  attorney  is  bound  to  specify  in  his 
bill,  as  well  every  court,  as  the  name  of  every  suit,  in  which  the  business 
charged  for  was  done ;  and  that  such  bill  is  an  entire  bill,  and,  if  the 
same  bill  blends  charges  for  work  done  in  a  court  of  equity  with  charges 
for  work  apparently  done  in  some  court  of  common  law,  without  pointing 
out  which,  the  client  cannot  judge,  or  be  advised,  where  he  should  refer 
the  whole  bill  for  taxation.  Lookiag  at  this  bill,  it  would  be  impossible 
even  for  a  lawyer  to  discover  where  some  of  the  business  charged  for  was 
transacted.  This  case  is  qmte  within  the  principle  laid  down  by  the 
Goort  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Lewis  v.  Primrose,  6  Q.  B.  265, 18  Law  Joum. 
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N.  S.,  Q.  B.  269.  ''Why/'  8*78  Lord  Dbnman,  in  that  case,  ''is  the 
client  to  be  forced  to  adc  questions  7  And  bow  can  ive  say  that  he  is 
told  in  respect  of  what  business  the  charge  is  made,  when  he  is  not  told 
where  the  business  is  done  ?'*  In  Sargent  v.  GannoUi  one  court  onlj  was 
referred  to. 

Maule,  J.  I  think  this  rule  may  be  made  absolute  without  affecting 
to  overrule  or  to  qualify  any  case  *upon  the  subject.  I  think  an  r^ooc 
attorney's  bill  fails  to  be  a  compliance  with  the  statute,  unless  ^ 
every  item  contained  in  it  shows,  by  such  expressions  as  are  calculated 
to  furnish  reasonable  information,  in  what  court  and  in  what  cause  the 
business  charged  for  has  been  transacted.  Whether  a  bill  which  does 
not  expressly  show  the  court  and  the  cause  where  the  business  has  been 
done,  would  be  a  compliance  with  the  statute,  is,  perhaps,  a  thing  which 
is  not  yet  altogether  settled.  It  is,  however,  settled,  that,  if  the  bill  is 
deficient  is  that  information  which  is  essential  to  enable  the  party  charged 
to  know  the  court  and  the  cause,  with  respect  to  any  of  the  items,  it  is 
insufficient.  Now,  this  bill  begins  with  ''  Instructions  for  petition  to  the 
court  of  review  ;'*  and  then  follow  some  items  which  may  be  taken  to  be 
in  that  matter, — winding  it  up  with  what  may  be  called  the  alia  enormia 
of  an  attorney's  bill,  ''letters  and  messengers,  &c."  Then  comes  another 
petition, — "  Jan.  26.  Attending  petitioner's  solicitor,  on  his  bringing 
copy  petition  to  me,  with  a  request  that  I  would  appear  and  consent  to 
an  order  thereon."  This  "petitioner's  solicitor"  is  evidently  somebody 
else ;  but  the  bill  does  not  say  who.  Then  come  some  other  items,  as  to 
which  I  have  no  idea  where  the  business  was  done.  I  suppose  it  was 
either  in  the  court  of  Chancery  or  the  court  of  review.  The  bill  ought 
to  point  out  in  which.  That  being  so,  consistently  with  all  the  cases,  I 
think  we  may  hold  that  thb  bill  was  not  properly  delivered. 

Grbbswbll,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The- case  is  not  governed 
by  Martindale  v,  Falkner.  I  have  tried  in  vain  to  satisfy  myself  as  to 
the  court  and  cause  in  which  some  of  the  business  was  done.  The  item  of 
the  26th  of  January  relates  to  another  and  a  different  petition  from  that 
referred  to  in  the  item  of  the  3d.  '''The  petitioner  in  the  latter,  r^oog 
is  a  different  person.  The  two  petitions,  also,  I  find,  were  of  ^ 
different  lengths ;  for,  one  copy  is  charged  2Z.,  the  other  3/.  10s.  No 
mention  is  made  where  the  search  for  affidavits  took  place,  or  where 
the  attendance  wh^  the  petition  was  called  on*  All  is  left  in  uncer- 
tainty. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  A  portion  of  the  bill 
seems  to  be  for  business  done  in  some  court,  but  it  does  not  show,  with 
reasonable  certainty,  either  court  or  cause.  The  bill  is  clearly  no  com- 
pliance with  the  statute. 

Rule  absolute,  at  the  plaintiff's  election,  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant  on  the  second  issue. 
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RUSSELL  V.  BRIAITT.    Dee.  7. 

No  one  eaa  be  oonsidered  u  an  offender  against  ihe  proyuioni  of  the  dnmatic-oopTriglit  Mt» 
»  A  4  W.  4»  0. 16  (extended  to  mvsieal  eompoeitiona  by  the  4  A  6  Viet  e.  45,  a.  30),  so  ai  to  be 
liable  to  an  aetion  at  the  rait  of  the  author  or  proprietor,  nnlesf  he,  by  himself  or  hie  agw^ 
aetoally  takes  part  in  the  representation  which  is  a  riolation  of  the  copyright 

Therefofo,  one  who  merely  lets  a  room  to  the  offender,  is  not  liable,  even  thongh  he  sapplies  the 
benohea  and  lights,  or  sells  a  tleket  of  admission^- -himaelf  deriring  no  other  profit  than  that 
arising  from  the  letting  of  the  room. 

This  was  an  action  upon  the  statutes  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  15,  and  5  &  6  Yict. 
e.  45,  ss.  20,  21,  for  an  unauthorised  representation  or  performance  of 
the  plaintiff's  musical  composition. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that,  after  the  passing  of  the 
statutes  8  fr  4  W.  4,  c.  15,  and  5  A;  6  Vict.  c.  45,  the  plaintiff  had,  and 
still  hath,  the  sole  liberty  of  representing  And  performing,  or  causing 
^r^o*T-|  Ai^d  permitting  to  be  represented  and  performed,  at  any  '''place  or 
^  places  of  dramatic  entertainment  in  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom 
of  Ghreat  Britain,  &;c.,  a  certain  dramatic  piece  or  musical  composition, 
called,  to  wit,  ^^  The  Ship  on  Fire ;"  yet  that  the  defendant,  well  knowing 
the  premises,  but  contriving,  &;c.,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  did  wrongfully  and  unjustly 
cause  to  be  represented  and  performed  the  said  dramatic  piece  or  musical 
composition,  at  a  certain  place  of  dramatic  entertainment  within  that  part 
of  the  United  Kingdom,  &c.,  to  wit,  at  "  The  Horns  Tavern,"  Kenning- 
ton,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  plain- 
tiff first  had  and  obtained,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  said  statutes ; 
whereby  the  defendant  became  liable  for  each  such  representation  and 
performance,  to  the  payment  of  an  amount  not  less  than  40«.,  or  to  the 
full  amount  of  the  benefit  or  advantage  arising  from  such  representation, 
or  the  injury  or  loss  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  therefrom,  whichever  should 
be  the  greater  damages,  to  the  plaintiff,  the  author  or  proprietor  of  such 
musical  composition  as  aforesaid ;  yet  that  the  defendant  had  not  paid 
the  same  damages,  or  any  part  thereof,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  said 
statutes,  &c. 

The  second  count  was  for  causing  to  be  represented  and  performed  at 
the  same  place,  a  certain  other  musical  composition  of  the  plaintiff,  called 
"  The  Gambler's  Wife." 

Plea,  not  guilty ;  whereupon  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilds,  0.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London, 
after  Michaelmas  term,  1847.  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  the 
author  and  proprietor  of  certain  musical  compositions  called  ^*  The  Ship 
on  Fire,"  and  "The  Gambler's  Wife;"  that  the  defendant  was  the  land- 
lord of  The  Horns  Tavern,  at  Kennington,  adjoining  to  which  is  a  large 
assembly-room ;  that,  early  in  the  year  1846,  this  room  had  been  hired  by 
one  Henry  Smith,  for  several  nights, — ^viz.  for  the  5th,  6th,  and  18th  of 
^  -  March, — for  the  purpose  of  giving  *public  vocal  and  musical 
-I  entertainments,  for  which  he  paid  the  defendant  5/.  per  night ; 
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tkat  these  entertainments  eonsisted  of  songs  with  a  piano-forte  aeoompani>- 
ment,  and  remarks  and  gesticulation  illofitrative  of  the  songs ;  that  the 
defendant  furnished  the  platform,  benches,  and  lights,  and  allowed 
placards,  describing  the  intended  performances,  to  be  stuck  up  in  and 
about  the  tavern ;  that  bills  or  programmes  of  the  entertainment  were 
circulated  by  Smith,  and  tickets  or  cards  of  admission  sold  by  him,  and 
also  bj  a  servant  of  the  defendant  at  the  bar  of  the  tavem,*-*-one  ticket 
being  sold  by  the  defendant  hmself. 

It  further  appeared,  that  the  plaintiff,  having  heard  of  the  proposed 
entertainments,  the  announcement  of  which  included  the  two  compositions 
above  mentioned,  caused  the  following  letter  to  be  addressed  to  the 
defendant : — 

^^Bartlett's  Buildings,  Holboin, 
February  23d,  1846. 

^'  Sir, — ^Mr.  Henry  Russell  has  instructed  me  to  give  you  notice  that 
the  under»mentioned  songs  (The  Ship  on  Fire,  The  Gambler's  Wife,  ftc, 
&c.),  with  the  music  belonging  to  the  same,  are  the  exclusive  proper^ 
of  Mr.  Russell,  who  has  the  sole  right  of  publicly  singing  and  performing 
such  songs  and  music.  Mr.  Henry  Smith  having  circulated  bills 
announcing  his  intention  to  sing  and  perform  these  songs  and  music,  I 
give  you  notice,  that  not  having  obtained  Mr.  Russell's  consent,  he  ui 
liJEible  to  penalties  under  the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  15 ;  and  that,  if  yon 
cause,  or  permit,  Mr.  Smith  to  sing  such  songs,  or  perform  such  music, 
at  your  house,  as  advertised  by  him,  you  will  be  liable  to  the  same 
penalties.  ^^  Yours,  &c. 

"  N .  B  Attorney  for  Mr.  Russell. 

"  To  Mr.  Briant." 

*It  was  also  proved,  that,  at  the  entertainment  given  by  Smith 
on  the  13th  of  March, — Smith  himself  being  the  only  person  who 
took  part  in  the  performance, — ^the  two  songs  in  question  were  sung  by 
him,  in  the  manner  above  mentioned ;  and  that  about  six  hundred  persons^ 
each  of  whom  paid  6<2.  for  admission,  were  present. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  submitted  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury,  to  show  that  the  defendant  represented,  or  caused 
to  be  represented,  the  musical  compositions  in  question,  so  as  to  bring 
him  within  the  statutes. 

The  learned  judge,  without,  however,  expressing  any  opinion  upon  the 
point,  declined  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff:  and  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  the  defendant  caused  the  two  songs  to  be  represented  or  per- 
formed on  the  evening  of  the  13th  of  March. 

The  jury  found  that  he  did:  and  thereupon  a  verdict  was  entered  for 
the  plaintiff,  damages  40«. 

Lmkf  in  Trinity  term,  1847,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit(a)  or  a 
new  trial.    He  admitted  that  he  could  not  contend  that  the  songs  in 
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question  were  not  musical  compositions  within  the  meaning  of  the  statntes: 
but  he  insisted  that  the  place  where  the  performance  was  exhibited,  was 
not  a  ^'  place  of  dramatic  entertainment"  within  the  statutes, — ^the  mean- 
bg  of  which  must  be  confined  to  tragedy,  comedy,  opera,  farce,  and, 
since  the  case  of  Lee  v.  Simpson,  8  Man.  Or.  k  8.  871,  pantomime, 
which  necessarily  inyolve  something  represented  by  action ;  for  whidi  he 
referred  to  Johnson's  Dictionary,  where  ^*  Dramatic"  is  defined  to  mean 
<<  represented  by  action ;  not  narratiye." 

*M(V\  *^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  showed  cause  in  Michaehnas  term,  1848.(a) 
->  The  statute  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  15,  an  act  to  amend  the  laws  relating  to 
dramatic  literary  property,  in  s.  1,  enacts  that "  the  author  of  any  tragedy, 
comedy,  play,  opera,  farce,  or  any  other  dramatic  piece  or  entertainment, 
composed,  and  not  printed  and  published  by  the  author  thereof  or  his  as- 
signee, or  which  hereafter  shall  be  composed,  and  not  printed  or  published 
by  the  author  thereof  or  his  assignee,  or  the  assignee  of  such  author,  shall 
have,  as  his  own  property,  the  sole  liberty  of  representing,  or  causing 
to  be  represented,  at  any  place  or  places  of  dramatic  entertainment  what- 
soever in  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain,  &c.,  any  such 
production  as  aforesaid,  not  printed  and  published  by  the  author  thereof 
or  his  assignee,  and  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  the  proprietor 
thereof ;  and  that  the  author  of  any  such  production,  printed  and  pub- 
.lished  within  ten  years  before  the  passing  of  this  act  by  the  author 
thereof  or  his  assignee,  or  which  shall  hereafter  be  so  printed  and  pub- 
lished, or  the  assignee  of  such  author,  shall,  from  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  this  act^  or  from  the  time  of  such  pubUoation,  respectively,  unUl  the 
end  of  twenty-eight  years  from  the  day  of  such  first  publication  of  the 
same,  and  also,  if  the  author  or  authors,  or  the  survivor  of  the  authors, 
shall  be  living  at  the  end  of  that  period,  during  the  residue  of  his  natural 
life,  have  as  his  own  property  the  sole  liberty  of  representing,  or  causing 
to  be  represented,  the  same  at  any  such  place  of  dramatic  entertainment 
as  aforesaid,  and  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  the  proprietor  thereof." 
And  the  2d  section  taacts,  ^^  that,  if  any  person  shall,  during  the  continu- 

»fi/iii  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  liberty  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  *the  intent  of 
^  this  act,  or  right  of  the  author  or  his  assignee,  represent,  or  cause 
to  be  represented,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  author  or  other 
proprietor  first  had  and  obtained,  at  any  placo  of  dramatic  entertain* 
ment  within  the  limits  aforesaid,  any  such  production  as  aforesaid,  or  any 
part  thereof,  every  such  ofiender  shall  be  liable,  for  each  and  every  such 
representation,  to  the  payment  of  an  amount  not  less  than  40s.,  or  to 
the  full  amount  of  the  benefit  or  advantage  arising  from  such  representa- 
tion, or  the  injury  or  loss  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  therefrom,  whiohev^ 
shall  be  the  greater  damages,  to  the  author  or  other  proprietor  of  such 
production  so  represented  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
'AiB  aet, — to  be  recovered,  tc^ether  with  double  costs  of  suit,  by  such 
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'Mithor  or  other  proprietors,  in  any  court  having  jurisdiction  in  each 
cases  in  that  part  of  the  said  United  Kingdom,  &c.,  in  which  the  offence 
shall  be  committed ;  and,  in  every  such  proceeding,  where  the  sole  liberty 
of  such  author  or  his-assignee  as  aforesaid  shall  be  subject  to  such  right  or 
authority  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  be  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  state  that 
he  has  such  sole  liberty,  without  stating  the  same  to  be  subject  to  such 
right  or  authority,  or  otherwise  mentioning  the  same/'  The  provisions 
of  that  statute  are  extended  to  musical  compositions,  by  the  5  &  6  Vict, 
c.  45,  the  20th  section  of  which  enacts  that  the  provisions  of  that  act, 
and  of  this  act,  '^  shall  apply  to  musical  compositions,  and  that  the  sole 
liberty  of  representing  or  performing,  or  causing  or  permitUng  to  be 
represented  or  performed,  any  dramatic  piece  or  musical  composition, 
shall  endure,  and  be  the  property  of  the  author  thereof,  and  his  assigns, 
for  the  term  in  this  act  provided  for  the  duration  of  ^^opyright  in 
books  ;(a)  and  the  provisions  hereinbefore  enacted  *in  respect  of  p^»^o 
the  property  of  such  copyright,  and  of  registering  the  same,  shall  ^ 
apply  to  the  liberty  of  representing  or  performing  any  dramatic  piece  or 
musical  composition,  as  if  the  same  were  herein  expressly  re-enacted  and 
applied  thereto ;  save  and  except  that  the  first  public  representation  or 
performance  of  any  dramatic  piece  or  musical  composition  shall  be 
deemed  equivalent,  in  the  construction  of  this  act,  to  the  first  publication 
of  any  book :  Provided  always,  that,  in  case  of  any  dramatic  piece  or 
musical  composition  in  manuscript,  it  shall  be  sufficient  for  the  person 
having  the  sole  liberty  of  representing  or  performing,  or  causing  to  be 
represented  or  performed,  the  same,  to  register  only  the  title  thereof, 
the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  author  or  composer  thereof,  the 
name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  proprietor  thereof,  and  the  time  and 
place  of  its  first  representation  or  performance."  And  the  21st  section 
enacts  *'  that  the  person  who  shall  at  any  time  have  the  sole  liberty  of 
representing  such  dramatic  piece  or  musical  composition,  shall  have  and 
enjoy  the  remedies  given  and  provided  in  the  8  and  4  W.  4,  c.  15,  during 
the  whole  of  his  interest  therein,  as  fully  as  if  the  same  were  re-enacted 
in  this  act."  Much  lees  than  the  defendant  was  proved  to  have  done  in 
this  case,  has  been  held  to  be  keeping  ^^  a  house,  room,  Ac,  for  public 
dancing,  music,  or  other  public  entertainments  of  the  like  kind,"  within 
the  25  G.  2,  c.  86,  s.  2 :  Gregory  v.  Tuffs,  6  0.  ft  P.  271, 1  0.  M.  ft  R. 
810 ;  Gregory  v.  Tavernor,  6  G.  ft  P.  280 ;  Marks  v,  Benjamin,  5  M.  ft 
W.  665.  In  the  last-mentioned  case,  it  appeared  that  music,  dancing, 
ftc,  had  occasionally  taken  place  at  the  defendant's  house  (a  publk 
house) ;  that  no  money  was  *taken  by  him  for  admissions,  but  p^  ^^ 
that  the  rooms  were  let  to  persons  who  sold  tickets,  and  received  ^ 
money  for  admission  at  the  door ;  but  there  was  no  direct  evidence  thai 
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die  defendant  knew  of  this  practice :  and  yet  it  was  held  that  there  irae 
•ridence  to  go  to  the  jnry,  of  a  keeping  of  the  hooee  by  the  defendant 
for  the  porposee  mentioned  in  the  statute.  So,  in  The  King  v.  Gloesopi 
4  B.  &  Aid.  616,  in  a  conyiction  of  Uie  defendant  for  causing  to  be  acted, 
at  a  certain  place  called  the  Cobonrg  Theatre,  for  gain  and  reward^  a 
certain  entertainment  of  the  stage,  called  Bichard  the  Third,  the  evidence 
set  forth,  was,  that  the  defendant  was  seen  once  or  twice  at  the  re- 
hearsals of  Bichard,  that  another  person  wai  the  stage-manager,  and  that 
the  defendant  engaged  one  J.  S.  to  perform,  and  gave  him  a  check  for  the 
amount  of  his  benefit :  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  justices  in  drawing  the  conclusion  that  the  defendant  caused  the  play 
of  Richard  the  Third  to  be  performed.  Again,  in  Parsons  v.  Chapman, 
6  C.  &  P.  38,  proof  that  the  defendant  was  acting  manager  of  a  theatre, 
and  that  he  paid  the  salary  of  and  dismissed  one  of  the  performers,  was 
held  sufficient  proof  that  he  catued  the  performances.  Here,  there  was 
abundant  evidence  that  the  defendant  caused  or  permitted  the  piratical 
representation  complained  of.  He  not  only  let  the  room,  but  he  provided 
all  the  accessories, — such  as  lights,  benches,  &c. ;  and  he  even  personally 
interfered  in  furthering  the  performance,  by  selling  a  ticket.  [Wildx^ 
O.  J.  In  Planch^  v.  Braham,  8  G.  &  P.  68,  4  N.  G.  17,  5  Scott,  242, 
it  was  held  that  the  word  "  represent,"  in  the  8  &  4  W.  4,  o.  15,  means, 
tile  bringing  forward  on  a  sti^e  or  place  of  public  representation ;  and 
that,  if  even  the  words  of  one  song  be  taken  from  a  piece  which  is 

*fUdi  P'^^^^  ^7  ^«  ^  ^^  ^^^  *^^f  ^^^  ^  ^^^  ^^  ^  stage,  or  any 
^  place  of  theatrical  entertainment,  that  will  be  a  ^'representbg'' 
within  the  provisions  of  s.  2  of  that  statute ;  and  that  the  question  what 
is  a  "representing,"  is  one  that  is  proper  to  be  left  to  the  jury.] 
Every  man  is  held  to  be  liable  for  the  consequences  that  might  reasonably 
be  expeoted  to  result  from  his  acts :  The  King  v.  Moore,  3  B.  &  Ad. 
184.(a)  The  entert4unment  in  question  was  clearly  a  "  dramatic  enter- 
tainment," and  the  place  a  "  place  of  dramatic  entertainment,"  within 
the  words  and  meaning  of  the  statute :  Lee  v.  Simpson,  3  Man.  Gr.  &  S. 
871. 

Upon  the  evidence,  the  jury  could  not  have  come  to  any  other  concln- 
eion  than  they  did :  therefore,  the  verdict  cannot  be  impeached,  even 
though  there  was  some  inaccuracy  in  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge : 
Gascoyne  v.  Smith,  M'Glel.  k  Y.  838 ;  Taylor  t^.  Ashton,  11  M.  k  W. 
401, 416 ;  Moore  v.  Tuckwell,  1  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  607 ;  Hughes  v.  Hughes, 
16  M.  k  W.  701. 

Lush  and  Fitzpatrick^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  argument  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  assumes  that  the  thing  complained  of  was  an  illegal 
Mt.  It  is  only  illegal  inasmuch  as  it  is  an  infringement  or  violation  of  a 
private  right, — like  the  infringement  of  a  patent.  None  of  the  casea 
cited  have  the  slightest  bearing  upon  the  queetion.     The  offender  here, — 

(a)  8c€tliQ0bsmalhQS«pMi*iiMM,inBUi«,BMteiMi,  4Jto.Gf.  ^arSS. 
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using  that  term  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  nsed  in  the  statute,  as  ex- 
plained bj  the  lord  chief  justice  in  Lee  v.  Simpson, — was  Smith,  and 
Smith  only,  for  whose  sole  profit  the  representation  took  place.  If  the 
defendant  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  Smith,  where  is  that  sort  of  liability 
to  stop  ?  Is  the  proprietor  of  a  theatre  to  bo  held  responsible,  if,  during 
♦the  term,  his  lessee  chooses  to  perform  therein  a  piece  in  which  r^r^r 
some  third  person  has  an  exclusive  copyright  ?  [Maule,  J.  Add  ^ 
to  your  proposition,  that  he  knows  when  he  grants  the  lease  that  the 
lessee  intends  to  represent  pieces  in  which  others  have  copyright.]  Be 
it  so ;  still  he  would  not  be  responsible.  In  Holman  r.  Johnson,  Cowp. 
841,  it  was  held  that  an  action  lay  for  goods  sold  abroad^  which  are  pr<h 
hSnUd  here,  if  the  delivery  of  them  be  complete  abroad ;  though  the 
vendor  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  knew  that  they  were  intended  by  the 
rendce  to  be  smuggled  into  England.  The  case  would  be  different,  if 
the  defendant  were  party  to  an  express  contract  for  doing  the  illegal  act ; 
as  in  Oannan  v.  Bryce,  8  B.  &  Aid.  179,  and  The  Ghis-Light  and  Coke 
Company  v.  Turner,  6  N.  C.  824,  8  Scott,  609.(a)  [Maulb,  J.  Here, 
the  defendant  concurs  in,  and  helps,  the  entertainment.  Suppose  a  man 
lets  a  room  with  a  printing-machine  and  types,  knowing  that  the  tenant 
is  about  to  pirate  a  work  in  which  a  third  person  has  copyright, — ^would 
not  the  former  be  liable  ?  Would  he  not  be  concurring  in  the  piracy  ?] 
Clcrarly  not.  In  the  case  supposed,  there  is  no  eantraet  for  the  doing  of 
an  illegal  act.  [Maule,  J.  The  defendant  disregards  the  notice  sent 
to  him  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney.]  He  had  then  let  the  room  to  Smith ; 
and  he  could  not  justify  the  breaking  his  contract  with  him,  merely 
because  Smith  might  possibly  contemplate  doing  something  that  would 
render  him  (Smith)  liable  to  an  action.  [Maule,  J.  Suppose  the 
defendant  had  contracted  with  Smith,  that  he,  the  defendant,  would  per* 
form  the  principal  part  in  a  certain  dramatic  entertainment,  and  that, 
after  the  first  night's  performance,  the  defendant  had  received  notice 
from  the  author,  that  the  ^performance  was  an  infringement  of  r^^o^/* 
his  copyright, — could  the  defendant  have  persisted  in  performing  *- 
it)  because  he  was  under  a  contract  with  Smith  ?]  Certainly  not :  he 
would  there  be  an  actor.  The  statute  means  to  charge  two  classes  of 
persons  only, — those  who  actually  take  part  in  the  representation, — ^and 
those  who  employ  others  for  that  purpose.  [Maulb,  J.  All  who  concur 
in  causing  a  thing  to  be  done,  are  persons  who  cause  it  to  be  done.] 
According  to  the  natural  and  only  consistent  meaning  of  the  statute,  the 
person  ^^  causing"  the  representation,  is  he  who,  for  himself,  or  as  agent 
for  another,  seeks  to  derive  profit  from  it :  this  is  clear,  from  the  latter 
part  of  the  section,  which  gives  the  author  the  option  of  claiming  the 
amount  of  the  profit  or  advantage  arising  from  the  representation.  Here, 
the  defendant  derives  no  profit  from  the  representation ;  nor  had  he  any 
knowledge,  at  the  time  he  let  the  room,  that  anything  would  bo  done 

(«)  ASrmiag  the  Jodgment  of  «htf  oow^  ft  N.  a  66S,  T  Boott,  779. 
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therein,  to  Tiolate  or  invade  the  rights  of  another.  If  the  statnte  had 
intended  to  embrace  perions  so  sitnated,  it  wonld  not  have  been  left  to 
inference;  it  would  hare  been  clearly  and  nneqoiyocally  ezpreased. 
Some  reliance  seems  to  have  been  placed  npon  the  word  ^^  permitting"  in 
the  5  &  6  Vict  c  45»  s.  20 :  hot  that  w<Nrd  does  not  occur  in  that  part 
of  the  olaQse  which  affects  to  deal  with  the  oiEence. 

Our.  adn.  raft. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.y  now  deliyered  the  judgment  of  the  court : 

This  is  an  action  founded  on  the  statute  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  ss.  20,  21, 
by  which  the  provisions  of  the  dramatic  copyright  act,  8  &  4  W.  4^  c  Ifi^ 
are  extended  to  musical  compositions. 

The  2d  section  of  the  latter  act  provides,  in«effect,  that,  if  any  person 
^csMm-^  shall,  during  the  continuance  of  the  ^copyright,  without  the  con- 
^  sent  in  writing  of  the  proprietors  thereof,  represent,  or  cause  to 
be  represented,  any  Sramatic  production,  at  any  place  of  dramatic  enteiv 
tainment,  ^^  every  such  offender"  shall  be  liable,  for  every  such  represent* 
ation,  to  the  payment  of  40«.,  or  to  the  full  amount  of  the  benefit  arisbg 
therefrom,  or  the  loss  sustained  by  the  proprietor  of  the  copyright 
(whichever  shall  be  the  greater  damages),  to  be  recovered  by  such  pro- 
{Mrietor,  with  double  costs  of  suit* 

In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  as  the  proprietor  of  a  certain  musical 
composition,  sought,  under  these  enactments,  to  recover  damages  from 
the  defendant ;  and  the  declaration  charged  him  with  having  represented, 
and  caused  to  be  represented,  at  a  certain  place  of  dramatic  entertain- 
ment, a  musical  composition  called  '^  The  Ship  on  Fire."  The  defendant 
pleaded  not  guilty ;  and,  the  cause  having  come  on  for  trial  before  the 
lord  chief  justice  at  Guildhall,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  rerdict,  with 
leave  reserved  for  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.(a) 

A  rule  having  been  obtained  accordingly,  the  point  upon  which  the 
argument  ultimately  turned,  on  showing  cmsIs,  was,  whether,  at  the  trial, 
there  was  any  evidence  for  the  jury,  to  show  that  the  defendant  either 
represented  or  caused  to  be  represented  the  musical  composition  in  ques- 
tion. And  we  are  of  opinion,  after  consideration,  that  there  was  no 
such  evidence ;  and  that  therefore  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute  for 
entering  a  nonsuit 

It  appeared,  at  the  trial,  that  ^^  The  Ship  on  Fire"  had  been  repre- 
sented at  The  Horns  Tavern  at  Kennington,  of  which  the  defendant  was 
the  landlord ;  and  that  a  room  in  that  tavern  had  been  hired  from  the 
*8481  ^^^^^^^  ^7  ^^^  Smith,  for  the  purpose  of  public  ^evening  musi- 
cal entertainments ;  that,  after  the  performances,  consisting  of 
*^  The  Ship  on  Fire,"  and  other  musical  compositions,  had  been  continued 
for  some  nights,  notice  was  given  to  the  defendant,  by  the  plaintiff,  that 
he  was  the  proprietor  of  tibe  copyright  of  '^  The  Ship  on  Fire,"  and 
required  that  its  representation  should  be  discontinued ;  that  the  defend- 
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taxtj  after  this  notice,  had  some  commumcation  irith  Smith,  who  avow^ 
his  resoltition  of  continuing  the  representatlbn,  notwithstanding  the 
notice ;  and  that  the  representation  was  accordingly  continued  by  him, 
without  any  opposition  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  in  the  room  at  The 
Horns  Tavern.  It  was  also  proved,  that  the  defendant  furnished  the 
platform  and  the  lights  for  these  performances,  and  allowed  bills  of  them 
to  be  put  up  in  the  tavern,  and  tickets  of  admission  to  be  advertised  to 
be  sold  at  the  bar ;  and  that  he  had  himself  sold  one  of  such  tickets. 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  those  facts  afforded  no  evidence  that  the 
defendant  represented,  or  caused  to  be  represented,  the  musical  compa- 
sition  in  question,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute :  for,  we  think, — 
having  regard  to  the  object  of  the  act,  and  the  language  of  the  2d  sec- 
tion,— that  no  one  can  be  considered  as  an  offender  against  the  provisions 
of  it,  so  as  to  subject  himself  to  an  action  of  this  nature,  unless,  by  him- 
self, or  his  agent,  he  actually  takes  part  in  a  representation  which  is  a 
violation  of  copyright.  And,  if  it  were  to  be  held,  that  all  those  who 
supply  soihe  of  the  means  of  representation  to  him  who  actually  repre- 
sents, are  to  be  regarded  as  thereby  constituting  him  their  agent,  and 
thus  causing  the  representation,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  such  a 
doctrine  would,  we  think,  embrace  a  class  of  persons  not  at  all  intended 
by  the  legislature. 

On  these  grounds,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  made 
absolute. 

Bnle  absolute. 

*Loekej  for  the  plamtiff,  on  a  subsequent  day  (Dec.  4),  observed  r-^r^^ 
that  the  learned  judge  had  not  reserved  the  defendant  leave  to  '- 
move  for  a  nonsuit,  and  therefore  that  the  result  of  the  decision  of  the 
court  would  be,  that  there  must  be  a  new  trial. 

Lu$hj  for  the  defendant,  agreed  that  this  was  so. 

Maxjle,  J.  There  was  no  evidence  that  could  properly  be  submitted 
to  the  jury  to  affect  Briant :  there  ought,  therefore,  to  havd  been  a  non- 
suit. If,  however,  the  point  was  not  reserved,  we  can  only  grant  a  new 
triaL  Bule  absolute,  for  a  new  trial. 


THOMPSON  V.  THE  WESLEYAN  NEWSPAPER  ASSOCIA- 

,     TION.    Dec?.  10. 

Bj  the  deed  of  setUement  of  a  joint-stock  oompan j,  oompletel j  regiBtered  under  the  7  A  8  Viet. 
e.  110,  it  was,  amongst  other  things,  prorided  that  it  should  not  bo  lawflil  for  the  directors  to 
contract  aoy  debts,  in  condnoting  the  aflkirs  of  tb«  company,  bejond  the  snra  of  100/.  at  may 
«ae  time,  except  in  the  case  of  the  purchase-money  for  a  certain  newspaper,  of  which  the  boatd 
ef  directors  might  leare  unpaid  any  part,  not  exceeding  1000/.,  and  might  issue  ^'a  promissoiy 
note,"  or  accept "  a  biU  of  exchange,"  on  behalf  of  the  company,  for  sach  balance :— Held,  ttat 
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the  sabstanoe  of  the  aathority  wsa,  tliAt  the  direoton  might  oontntet  a  debt  to  the  MBOiut  «f 
1000^1  and  secore  it  bj  a  DegoUable  instniment;  and  that  the  directors,  baying  coDtraeted  • 
debt  to  that  amonnty  were  not^sreolnded  from  giriog  eeeiirity  for  i^  %eUh  iu  Ugal  acerttion§,  bf 
•ev^ral  aofct  or  hilUj  inatoad  of  a  eiagle  note  or  bilL 

This  was  an  action  of  assampsit  on  two  bills  of  exchange. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that,  *^  whereas  The  Weslejan 
Newspaper  Association  were  and  are  constituted  under  and  by  virtae 
of  a  certain  deed  of  settlement,  bearing  date,  to  wit,  the  Ist  of 
^^.^-  ^March,  1847 ;  and  whereas  the  directors  for  the  time  being  of 
-*  the  said  association  were  and  are  authorized  bj  the  said  deed  of 
settlement  to  accept  the  bills  of  exchange  hereinafter  mentioned ;"  and 
it  then  proceeded  to  state,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  of  June, 
1847,  a  certain  person,  designated  in  the  said  bills  of  exchange  as  here- 
inafter next  mentioned  as  Ed.  Healej,  and  whose  name  is  otherwise 
unknown  to  the  plaintiflT,  by  the  said  name  and  description  of  Ed.  Healey, 
made  two  bills  of  exchange  in  writing,  and  directed  the  same  to  the 
defendants,  and  thereby  required  the  defendants  to  pay  to  the  said  Ed. 
Healey,  or  his  order,  1072.  Is.  9(2.,  value  received,  four  months  after  the 
date  thereof,  which  period  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit;  that  thereupon  certain  persons  designated  and  described  in  and 
upon  the  said  bills  of  exchange  as  J.  Hiley  and  J.  Ware,  and  then  being 
two  of  the  directors  of  The  Wesleyan  Newspaper  Association,  for  and  on 
behalf  thereof,  by  the  said  names,  designations,  and  descriptions  afore- 
said, according  to  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  statute,  accepted  the  said 
bill,  by  writing  their  said  names  across  the  same,  and  stating  that  they 
accepted  the  same  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  association, — and  which 
said  acceptance  then  was  and  is  countersigned  and  subscribed  by  one 
Edward  Brewtnall,  then  being  the  managing  director,  and  an  officer  of 
the  said  association,  appointed  by  the  said  association  to  act  for  them  in 
that  behalf ;  and  the  said  person  so  designated  as  aforesaid  as  Ed.  Healey 
then  endorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  said  defendants  then 
promised  the  plaintiiF  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  said  bill  according  to  the 
tenor  and  eifect  thereof,  and  of  the  said  acceptance  and  endorsement 

The  second  count  was  similar  in  form,  upon  a  bill  for  52L  2«.  11<2., 
bearing  date  the  4th  of  June,  1847. 

*fi';ii  Pl^&S) — ^^^^j  ^  ^^®  ^^^  count,  that  the  directors  '''for  the  time 
-■  being  of  the  said  Wesleyan  Newspaper  Association  were  not 
authorized  by  the  said  deed  of  settlement  to  accept  the  said  bills  of  ' 
exchange  in  the  said  first  co.unt  mentioned ; — Secondly,  that  the  said  per- 
sons so  designated  and  described  in  and  upon  the  said  bill  in  the  said  first 
count  mentioned,  as  J.  Hiley  and  J.  Ware,  did  not  accept  the  said  last- 
mentioned  bill  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  Wesleyan  Newspaper  Asso- 
ciation, nor  were  they,  at  the  time  of  the  said  acceptance  thereof,  direct- 
ors of  the  said  Wesleyan  Newspapftr  Association ; — Thirdly,  that  the  said 
last^mentioned  bill  was  not  expressed  to  be  accepted  by  the  said  persons 
60  desigmtted  and  described  as  last  aforesaid,  on  behalf  of  the  said  Wes^ 
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lejan  Newspaper  Association ; — ^Fourthly,  that  the  said  acceptance  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  bill  was  not  countersigned  by  the  said  Edward  Brewt- 
nail,  nor  was  the  said  Edward  Brewtnall  an  appointed  officer  in  that 
behalf  of  the  said  Wesleyan  Newspaper  Association. 

There  were  similar  pleas  to  the  second  count 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Maulb,  J.,  at  the  second  sitting  at  West- 
minster,  in  Easter  term,  1848.  It  appeared  that  The  Wesleyan  News- 
paper Association  was  a  joint-stock  company,  completely  registered  under 
the  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110 ;  that  the  bills  of  exchange  in  question 
had  been  accepted  on  behalf  of  the  company  in  part-payment  of  the 
purchase-money  for  a  newspaper,  for  which  they  had  agreed  to  give 
20002., — 10002.  to  be  paid  in  cash,  and  the  remaining  1000/.  by  a  pro- 
missory note ;  that  the  note  had  accordingly  been  given,  but  that  the 
directors,  to  accommodate  the  payee,  who  was  unable  to  negotiate  it, 
afterwards  consented  to  divide  the  amount  into  smaller  bills, — the  whole 
amounting,  with  interest  for  the  time  they  had  to  run,  to  1022Z. ;  and 
that  the  bills  declared  on  were  two  of  those  substituted  bills. 

'''The  deed  of  settlement  of  the  association  was  put  in  by  the  p^^oro 
plaintiff.  The  55th  clause  provided  that  ^^  it  should  not  be  lawful  ^  ^ 
for  the  directors  to  contract  any  debts  in  conducting  the  affairs  of  the 
company,  beyond  the  sum  of  lOOZ.  at  any  one  time,  except  in  the  case 
of  the  purchase-money  for  the  said  newspaper, — of  which  purchase- 
money  the  board  of  directors  might  leave  unpaid  any  part,  not  exceeding 
10002.,  and  might  issue  a  promissory  note,  or  accept  a  bill  of  exchange, 
on  behalf  of  the  company,  for  such  balance,  and  should  cause  such  pro- 
missory note  or  bill  of  exchange  to  be  made,  drawn,  endorsed,  or 
accepted,  in  manner  directed  by  the  joint-stock  companies  registration 
and  regulation  act." 

It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that,  under  the  above 
clause,  the  directors  were  only  authorized  to  accept  one  bill  or  note,  and 
that,  having  exercised  that  authority,  they  were  not  warranted  in  accept- 
ing the  substituted  bills;  and,  further,  that  the  sum  to  which  their 
authority  was  limited,  had  been  exceeded. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  submitted,  that  the  fair  meaning  of  the 
55th  clause  was,  that  the  directors  might  accept  to  the  amount  of  10002. ; 
that  the  excess  beyond  the  10002.  was  made  up  of  interest;  that,  at  all 
events,  the  objection  as  to  the  amount  could  not  apply  to  the  earlier  biUs 
(which  these  were) ;  and  that  a  bond  fide  hplder  for  value,  having  no 
knowledge,  or  means  of  knowledge,  'of  the  mode  of  bsuing  the  bills,  was 
not  to  be  affected  by  any  irregularity. 

It  was  also  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  bills  were 
not  countersigned  by  the  secretary,  pursuant  to  the  45th  section  of  the 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendants  on  the  first  and  fifth  issues, 
and  for  the  plaintiff  upon  all  the  others :  and  leave  was  reserved  to  the 
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^^-^-  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  *tfae  verdict  for  him  on  the  first  and 
-I  fifth  issues  also ;  and  leave  was  likewise  reserved  to  the  defend- 
ants to  enter  a  verdiot  for  them  on  the  fourth  and  eighth  issues,  which 
raised  the  objection  last  urged  by  them  at  the  trial. 

Rules  nisi  were  obtained  accordingly,  in  Easter  Term,  1848,  by  Byle»y 
Serjt,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  by  Talfourdj  Serjt. j  for  the  defendants, — the 
latter  was,  however,  abandoned  upon  the  argument. 

Talfimrdy  Serjt.,  and  Chrayy  in  Easter  term  last,  showed  cause  against 
the  plaintiff's  rule.  The  only  question  is,  whether  the  directors  of  this 
association  had  authority,  under  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  and  the  deed  of 
settlement  registered  pursuant  thereto,  to  accept  these  bills.  The  44th 
section  of  that  act(a)  regulates  contracts  generally  that  are  entered  into  by 
and  with  joint-stock  companies.  And  the  45th  applies  to  bills  of  exchange : 
it  enacts,  ^^  with  regard  to  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes  made, 
accepted,  or  endorsed  on  the  behalf  or  account  of  any  such  company,  so 
far  as  relates  to  the  mode  of  making,  accepting,  or  endorsing  the  same, 
and  to  the  liability  of  any  such  company  thereon,  that,  if  the  directors 
of  the  company  be  authorized  by  deed  of  settlement  or  by-law  to  issue 
or  accept  bills  of  exchange  or  promissory  notes,  then  every  such  bill 
of  exchange  or  promissory  note  shall  be  made  or  accepted  (as  the  case 
may  be)  by  and  in  the  names  of  two  of  the  directors  of  the  company  on 
-whose  behalf  or  account  the  same  may  be  so  made  or  accepted,  and 
shall  be  by  such  directors  expressed  to  be  made  or  accepted  by  them  on 
behalf  of  such  company ;  and  that  every  such  bill  of  exchange  and  pro- 
missory note  so  made  or  accepted  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  countersigned  by 
*8'>41  *^^^  secretary  or  other  appointed  officer  of  the  company  on  whose 
^  behalf  the  same  is  expressed  to  be  made  or  accepted ;  and  that 
every  bill  of  exchange  so  made  as  aforesaid,  or  received,  by  or  on  behalf 
of  the  company,  may  be  endorsed  in  the  name  of  the  company  by  any 
officer  authorized  by  deed  of  settlement  or  by-law  in  that  behalf;  and 
that  every  such  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  so  made,  accepted, 
or  endorsed  as  aforesaid,  shall,  immediately  after  the  making,  accepting, 
or  endorsing  of  the  same,  be  reported  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  com- 
pany on  whose  behalf  the  same  shall  have  been  made,  accepted,  or 
endorsed,  and  such  last-mentioned  officer  shall  enter  the  same  in  proper 
books,  to  kept  for  that  purpose ;  and  that,  if  any  such  bill  of  exchange 
Dr  promissory  note  be  not  so  reported  and  entered,  then  the  officer  by 
whose  default  such  bill  or  note  shall  not  be  so  reported  or  entered,  shall 
be  liable  to  repay  to  the  company  the  amount  which  the  company  shall 
pay  or  be  liable  to  pay  in  respect  of  such  bill  or  note."  By  the  terms 
of  the  deed  of  settlement,  the  directors  were  not  to  contract  any  debts 
exceeding  in  the  whole  lOOZ.,  except  for  one  particular  and  specified  pur- 
pose; and,  as  to  that,  their  authority  was,  to  ^^  issue  a  promissory  note  or 
accept  a  bill  of  exchange  on  behalf  of  the  company"  for  that  amount. 

(a)  Ft42t  ttfU^  p.  e7L 
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Having  once  done  that,  their  authoritj  was  at  an  encL  Even  if  this  had 
been  an  ordinary  partnership,  such  an  authority  would  not  be  presumed. 
Greenslade  v.  Dower,  7  B.  &  C.  635,  1  M.  &  K.  640,  is  exactly 
in  point:  there,  A.  &  B.  agreed  to  take  a  farm,  and  pay  C,  the 
former  occupier,  for  certain  articles,  by  bills  at  three  months,  and 
C.  afterwards,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  A.,  took  from 
B.  bills  for  the  amount,  payable  at  six  and  twelve  mondis,  accepted 
by  himself  in  his  own  name  and  A/s ;  and  it*was  held,  that  '''A.  rn^otrk 
could  not  be  sued  on  these  bills.  Lord  Tentbrbbn  says:  '- 
'^The  agreement  signed  by  Coleman,  was,  that  the  amount  of  the 
valuation  should  be  paid,  partly  in  cash,  and  partly  by  bills  at  a 
certain  date ;  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  Coleman  ever  authorized 
Dower  to  pay  by  bills  at  a  longer  date.  Willoughby  (the  drawer)  knew 
the  terms  of  the  original  agreement,  and,  as  he,  -with  that  information, 
took  bills  not  drawn  according  to  those  terms,  he  took  them  at  his  own 
peril. '^  So,  here,  the  party  taking  these  bills,  had  the  means  of  inform- 
ing himself  whether  or  not  they  were  drawn  and  accepted  in  conformity 
with  the  authority  given  to  the  directors  by  the  deed  of  settlement.(a) 
The  directors  of  a  company  incorporated  by  act  of  parliament  for  mak- 
ing a  cemetery,  being  empowered  thereby  to  make  contracts  and  bar- 
gains  touching  the  undertaking,  and  to  do  and  transact  all  other  matters 
which  shall  be  requisite  to  be  done  and  transacted  for  the  direction  and 
management  of  the  affairs  of  the  company,  are  not  thereby  authorized  to 
raise  money,  for  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking,  by  accepting  or 
endorsing  bills  of  exchange :  Steele  v.  Harmer,  14  M.  &  W.  831.  In 
Ridley  v.  The  Plymouth,  &c..  Grinding  and  Baking  Company,  and  The 
Kingsbridge  Flour-Mill  Company  v.  The  Plymouth,  &o..  Grinding  and 
Baking  Company,  2  Exch.  711,  it  was  held  that  persons  seeking  to 
render  joint-stock  companies,  completely  registered  under  the  7  &  8 
Vict.  c.  110,  liable  on  contracts  made  with  the  directors,  must  show 
their  authority  to  bind  the  company,  either  by  the  production  of  the 
registered  deed  of  settlement,  or  by  proof  that  the  body  of  shareholders 
authorized  particular  individuals  to  make  contracts  binding  on  the  com- 
pany,—^ven  where  the  company  is  shown  to  have  the  benefit  of 
♦the  goods.(6)    Parke,  B.,  there  says:  "The  7  &  8  Vict  c. 


110,  s.  7,  provides  that  there  shall  be  no  complete  registration 


[*856 


of  such  a  joint-stock  company,  until  a  copy  of  their  deed  of  settlement 
shall  have  been  delivered  to  the  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies.  It 
is,  therefore,  competent  to  every  person  dealing  with  such  a  company, 
to  ascertain  the  objects  of  the  company ;  for  the  deed  must  specify  them, 
and  also  who  the  directors  are ;  and  any  person  may  find,  in  that  deed/  the 
duties  of  the  directors,  and  their  powers,  as  between  them  and  the  com*- 
pany.     Therefore,  every  person  seeking  to  bind  the  company  by  a  con- 

• 

(a)  7  A  8  Viot  CI.  110,  f.  IS. 

((}  89d  «t«te  Bmitli  v.  The  Hull  GImi  Compftoy,  anO,  p.  M8. 
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tract  with  the  directors,  must  give  some  proof  of  their  authority."  Here, 
the  directors  having  once  exercised  the  authority  given  to  them,  by  sign- 
ing the  promissory  note  for  1000/.,  they  could  not  estercise  it  again ;  and 
clearly  not  to  a  greater  extent. 

The  case  of  Thompson  v.  The  Universal  Salvage  Company,  1  Exch. 
694,  is  almost  identical  with  the  present.  In  an  action  against  a  joint- 
stock  company  upon  a  promissory  note,  the  declaration  stated,  that  the 
company  was  completely  tegistered ;  that  one  Samuel  Price  and  one 
Christopher  Lund,  then  being  two  of  the  directors  of  the  company, 
made  their  promissory  note,  and  thereby  promised,  on  behalf  of  the 
company,  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  or  his  order,  82Z.  4«.  9c7.,  the  balance 
of  the  plaintiff's  account  due  from  the  company ;  which  note  was  then 
signed  by  Samuel  Price  and  Christopher  Lund,  and  was  then  made  by 
them  and  in  their  own  names,  and  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and  then 
was  and  is  expressed  by  them  to  be  made  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and 
was  then  countersigned  by  the  secretary  of  the  company ;  and  thereupon 
the  company,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  then  promised  the  plain- 

*R^7i  *^^  *^  ^^^  ^^°^  *^^  amount  of  the  note  according  to  the  tenor 
-'  and  effect  thereof:  and  the  count  was  held  bad  on  general  demur- 
rer,— although  the  note  appeared  to  be  drawn  in  the  form  required  by 
the  45th  section  of  the  statute ;  because  there  was  no  allegation  that  the 
two  directors  had  authority  to  make  the  note.  The  finding,  therefore, 
that  the  bills  were  accepted  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  association,  does  not 
affect  the  question  upon  these  issues,  or  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  judgment 
on  the  whole  record.  It  is  said  that  the  plaintiff,  being  a  holder  for 
value,  was  under  no  obligation  to  inquire  into  the  authority  of  the 
directors  to  accept.  That  clearly  is  a  fallacy;  for  the  plaintiff,  upon 
obtaining  judgment  against  the  association,  may  proceed  to  execution 
against  any  individual  shareholder,  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  ss.  .66,  68 ;  and  therefore  the  court  will  look  at  this 
case  as  if  it  were  an  action  originally  brought  against  an  indi^dual 
member  of  the  association.  [Wilde,  G.  J.  As  amongst  themselves,  no 
doubt,  the  members  are  bound  by  the  covenants  in  their  deed  of  settle- 
ment ;  but,  is  the  public  bound  to  see  that  every  regulation  has  been 
properly  carried  into  effect  ?] 

Byles^  Serjt.,  and  Willes,  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  is  submitted, — 
first,  that  the  directors  in  this  case  duly  exercised  the  authority  conferred 
upon  them  by  the  deed, — secondly,  that,  the  plaintiff  being  a  bond  fide 
holder  for  value,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  defendants  to  dispute  the 
extent  of  the  authority  of  the  directors,  it  being  conceded  that  they  had 
some  authority.  Even  if  the  plaintiff  be  driven  to  rely  on  the  55th 
clause  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  what  the  directors  did  here  was  fully 
justified.  That  is  merely  an  enabling  provision  ;  it  is  not  to  be  con- 
strued with  the  strictness  contended  for  on  the  other  side.     The  rule  of 
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law  18  Well  settled,  that  private  arrangements  between  partners  ^do  rsicoeo 
not  affect  the  interests  of  third  persons,  unless  they  have  notice  of  ^ 
the  circumstances  attending  the  transaction.  Greenslade  v.  Dower  has 
ho  application :  it  was  the  case  of  a  fanning  partnership  ;  and  the  party 
taking  the  bills  had  notice  of  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  The  Wes- 
leyan  Newspaper  Association  stands  in  the  same  position  as  any  other 
j^rincipal,  who  is  bound  by  the  acts  of  his  agent  within  the  scope  of  such 
i^ent's  authority,  although  it  may  have  been  irregularly  exercised. 
Taking  the  whole  of  the  deed  of  settlement  together,  it  confers  upon  the 
board  of  directors  a  general  power  to  manage  the  affairs  of  the  coitapany : 
and,  as  long  as  they  continue  to  act  substantially  within  the  scope  of  the 
authority  reposed  in  them  by  the  deed,  their  acts  bind  the  association,  as 
being  the  acts  of  its  accredited  agents.  Suppose  the  holder  of  this  bill 
knows  of  the  limitation  of  the  authority,  but  is  ignorant  of  the  fact  of 
the  limits  having  been  transgressed, — what  then  is  his  position  ?  [Cress- 
well,  J.  He  knows  that  no  common-law  authority  existed.]  In  Slark 
V.  The  Highgate- Archway  Company,  5  Taunt.  T92,  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  declined 
to  receive  evidence  tending  to  show  that  notes  issued  by  the  company, 
were  issued  for  a  purpose  different  from  that  for  which  they  had  autho- 
rity to  issue  them, — ^thinking  that,  if  the  company  were  justified  by  their 
act  in  issuing  notes  payable  to  order,  it  could  not  have  been  intended 
that  an  endorsee  for  value  should  be  bound  to  see  to  that  of  which  he 
must  necessarily  be  ignorant,  viz.  the  reasons  which  induced  the  company 
to  issue  the  notes.  [Cresswell,  J.  Is  not  this  like  taking  an  overdue  bill  ? 
The  plaintiff  takes  it  upon  the  faith  of  the  person  from  whom  he  receives 
it.  If  it  turns  out  that  it  is  drawn  in  the  way  provided  for  by  the  act 
of  parliament  and  the  deed  of  settlement,  he  *has  his  remedy  r^geg 
against  the  association ;  otherwise  not.]  What  is  there  upon  the  ^ 
face  of  either  of  these  bills  to  show  a  person  to  whose  hands  it  might 
come,  that  the  limit  contained  in  the  55th  clause  had  been  exceeded  ?] 
[CoLTMAN,  J.  Your  argument  would  charge  the  company  to  the  extent 
of  10,000Z.,  provided  each  bill  were  less  than  1007.,  in  the  hands  of  inno- 
cent endorsees.]  Exactly  so.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  On  whom  would  rest  the 
onus  of  showing  whether  the  particular  bill  sued  upon,  was  within  or  be- 
yond the  prescribed  limit  ?]  A  bond  fide  holder  would  have  no  means  of 
ascertaining  that,  by  going  to  the  registrar's  office,  or  consulting  the  act 
of  parliament. 

The  allegation  in  the  first  count,  which  is  traversed  by  the  first  plea, — 
that  ^'  the  directors  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  association  were  and 
are  authorized  by  the  said  deed  of  settlement  to  accept  the  bills  of 
exchange  hereinafter  mentioned" — ^might  be  expunged  from  the  declara- 
tion, and  enough  would  remain  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  judgment.  This, 
^cord  finds  that  the  parties  who  accepted,  were  authorized  by  the  asso- 
ciation to  accept,  and  that  the  person  who  countersigned,  had  authority 
to  countersign.    What  the  record  states  must  be*  assumed  to  be  true* 
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There  is  enough,  therefore,  to  justify  the  court  in  giving  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  on  both  these  issues.  Var,  adv.  vtdt 

Cbbsswbll,  J.y  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  was  a  motion,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  (pursuant  to  leave 
reserved  to  him  at  the  trial  of  the  cause),  to  enter  a  verdict  on  the  first 
and  fifth  issues,  which  were  similar  issues,  applying  to  the  first  and  second 
counts  of  the  declaration,  and.  which  raised  the  question  whether  the 


^  ^    directors  of  The  Wesleyan  *New8paper  Association, — a  joint- 
J  stock  company  completely  registered  under  the  statute  7  fc  8 
Vict.  c.  110, — ^had  authority  to  accept  the  two  bills  upon  which  those 
counts  were  framed. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  directors,  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
had  purchased  a  newspaper,  and,  in  payment  of  part  of  the  price,  made 
and  delivered  a  promissory  note  for  10002.  The  payee,  not  being  able 
to  negotiate  a  note  of  that  amount,  asked  them  to  give  him,  in  lieu  of  it, 
bills  of  exchange  for  several  smaller  sums,  amounting  together  to  10002. 
and  interest,  calculated  up  to  the  time  when  they  would  become  due. 
Two  of  such  bills  were  accordingly  accepted,  and  were  endorsed  to  the 
plaintiff  for  value. 

The  pleas  to  the  first  count  were, — first,  that  the  directors  were  not 
authorized  by  the  deed  of  settlement  to  accept  the  bill, — secondly,  that 
the  directors  did  not  accept  it, — ^thirdly,  that  the  bill  was  not  expressed 
to  be  accepted  on  behalf  of  the  company, — fourthly,  that  the  bill  was 
not  countersigned  by  the  proper  officer,  as  prescribed  by  the  statute 
7  &  8  Yict.  c.  110,  s.  45.  A  similar  set  of  pleas  was  pleaded  to  the 
second  count. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  having  had  the  verdict  on  all  the  issues  joined 
on  these  pleas,  except  the  first  and  fifth,  a  cross-rule  was  obtained,  on 
behalf  of  the  defendants,  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them  on  the  fourth  and. 
eighth  issues. 

When  the  two  rules  came  on  to  be  argued,  the  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ants in  effect  abandoned  their  cross-rule ;  and  the  argument  was  confined 
to  the  single  question,  whether  the  directors  had  authority,  under  the 
4eed  of  settlement,  to  accept  the  bills. 

The  55th  clause  stipulates  that  ^^  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  directors 
to  contract  any  debts  in  conducting  the  affairs  of  the  company,  beyond  the 
^_^^  sum  of  lOOZ.  at  any  one  time,  except  in  the  case  of  the  ^purchase- 
J  money  for  the  said  newspaper, — of  which  purchase-money  the 
board  of  directors  may  leave  unpaid  any  part,  not  exceeding  lOOOZ.,  and 
may  issue  a  promissory  note,  or  accept  a  bill  of  exchange,  on  behalf  of 
the  company,  for  such  balance,  and  shall  cause  such  promissory  note  or 
bill  of  exchange  to  be  made,  drawn,  endorsed,  or  accepted  in  manner 
directed  by  the  said  joint-stock  companies  registration  and  regulation 
act." 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  that  the  directors  bad 
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^DO  aathiNrity  to  issue  notes  or  accept  bills,  except  the  limited  one  con- 
ferred by  this  clause ;  and  that  the  acceptance  of  the  bills  in  question 
was  not  warranted  by  that  authority, — ^first,  because  the  authority  had 
been  exhausted  by  issuing  the  previous  note  for  lOOOZ., — and,  secondly, 
because  the  special  authority,  in  order  to  he  properly  exercised,  should 
have  been  pursued  in  its  exact  terms ;  whereas,  the  acceptances  on  which 
the  action  was  founded  were  a  departure  from  those  terms,  both  because 
they  constituted  sereral  instruments,  instead  of  a  single  one,  and  also 
because  they  exceeded,  in  the  aggregate,  the  sum  of  lOOOZ.,  to  which  the 
authority  was  limited. 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  we  are  not  bound  to  construe  the  authority 
so  strictly.  It  cannot,  we  think,  be  regarded  as  a  mere  authority,  to  be 
exercised  in  the  very  terms  in  which  it  is  giren ;  for,  it  is,  in  fact,  an 
arrangement  between  partners  as  to  the  mode  in  which  a  certain  number 
of  them  shall  conduct  the  business  in  which  they  ha?e  a  common  interest. 
The  substance  of  the  authority  is,  that  they  may  contract  a  debt  to  the 
amount  of  lOOOZ.,  and  secure  it  by  a  negotiable  instrument.  And,  giving 
a  reasonable  construction  to  the  authority,  thus  considered,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  directors,  having  contracted  a  debt  to  the  amount  of 
lOOOZ.,  were  not  prevented  from  giving  security  for  it,  with  its  legal 
accretions,  by  several  notes  or  bills,  instead  of  a  single  one. 

♦There  are  several  other  clauses  in  the  deed,  to  which  our  atten-  p^o/*^ 
tion  was  called  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  argument,  '- 
as  showing  that  the  requisite  authority  is  conferred  on  the  directors. 
Bat  the  opinion  we  have  expressed  as  to  the  55th  clause,  makes  it  unne- 
cessary to  discuss  any  other. 

The  rule,  therefore,  which  has  been  obtained  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
must  be  made  absolute,  and  that  obtained  on  behalf  of  the  defendants, 
discharged.  Rules  accordingly. 


MUNROE  and  Another  v.  BORDIER  and  Another.    Nov.  80. 

Tb6  pnnbaaer  or  emitter  in  London,  of  a  foreign  bOI,  getting  from  the  drawer,  aooording  to  the 

.  vMge  in  London,  credit  until  the  next  foreign  poet  day  for  the  amoont,  and  delivering  the 

biU  to  the  payee,  who  receivoe  it  hondjide  and  for  yalae,  the  drawer  is  liable  for  the  amonnt  to 

the  payee,  although,  in  conseqaenee  of  the  purchaser  or  remitter's  failure  before  the  next 

foreign  post  day,  the  drawer  nerer  reoeiTos  value  for  |t 

The  deoUration  stated  that  A.  (the  defendant)  made  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  directed  it  to  B.,  a 
merchant  in  France,  requiring  him  to  pay  the  amount  to  the  order  of  C.  (the  plaintiff) ;  that  A. 
delivered  the  bill  to  D.,  who  delivered  it  to  C. ;  and  that  B.  refused  payment^  Ac  A.  pleaded 
that  he  made  and  delivered  the  bill  to  D.  for  the  use  of  C,  on  the  faith  and  terms  of  being  paid 
the  price  and  value  thereof  according  to  the  usage  of  merchants  in  that  behalf,  that  is  to  say, 
on  the  next  foreign  post  day;  that  neither  C.  nor  any  other  person,  then,  or  at  any  time  before 
'  W  since,  paid  him  the  said  price  or  value  of  the  bill,  or  any  part  thereof;  that  he  never  had 
any  value  or  consideration  for  the  making  or  delivery  of  the  bill;  and  that  C.  always  held  and 
■till  held  the  same  without  any  value  or  oonsidetation  whatever  to  him  (A.)  for  the  same. 
Beplinationy  that  after  the  making  of  the  bill,  and  before  it  became  doe,  D.,  who  appeared  to 


MB  IfUNBOB  V.  BOBBimL  M.T.  1M9. 


Tiliiabla  eoB«id«nlioii,  and  without  notiee  of  the  frmuMi  im  the  pl«»mflBtim«d:— 
Held,  thai  tfie  pla*  vm  bo  ansver  to  the  aetion ;  sad  tfaaS»  area  if  it  were  aoffieieBt  to  eall  lyap 
a  to  Aew  fteiM/^  he  did  ao  bjr  hif 


This  was  an  action  of  assnmpfiit  on  two  foragn  bilk  of  exchange. 
♦fiAAi  ^^  ^^^  count  of  the  dechuration  stated  that  the  ^defendanti^ 
^^J  on  the  29th  of  October,  1847,  at  London,  made  their  bill  of 
exchange  in  writing,  and  then  directed  the  same  to  certain  persons  in 
parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  certain  persons  carzying  on  business  at» 
&c.,  in  the  kingdom  of  France,  under  the  style  and  firm  of  Messrs.  A« 
de  Warn  k  Co.,  and  thereby  required  the  last-mentioned  persons  to  pay 
to  the  order  of  the  plaintiffs  a  certain  sum  of  foreign  money,  to  wit,  tha 
sum  of  22,528  firancs,  60  centimes,  at  five  days  after  the  date  of  the  said 
bill  of  exchange,  which  period  had  elapsed,  &c. ;  and  the  defendants  then 
delivered  the  said  bill  to  certain  persons  carrying  on  business  in  London^ 
under  the  firm  of  Coates  k  Co.,  to  wit,  one  Ezra  Jenks  Coates  and  one 
John  Hilliard,  who  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  deli- 
vered the  same  to  the  plaintiffs;  yet  the  said  persons  to  whom  the  said 
bill  was  directed  as  aforesaid,  did  not  pay  the  said  sum  of  money  in  the 
said  bill  mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof,  although  the  same  was  duly  pre- 
sented to  them  for  payment  thereof  when  it  became  due,  at,  &c.,  in  th<i 
kingdom  of  France,  that  is  to  say,  at  London  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  bill 
was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &;c.,  duly  protested  for  non-payment  thereof; 
and,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiffii  were  put  to  expense,  to  wit, 
&c.,  for  the  charges  of  causing  the  said  bill  to  be  protested, — of  all  which. 
premises,  the  defendants  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  had  notice,  &c. 

Third  plea, — ^that  the  defendants  made  the  bill,  and  delivered  the  same 
to  the  said  persons  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs,- 
on  the  faith  and  terms  of  being  paid  the  price  and  value  thereof,  amount-^ 
ing  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  876Z.  12«.,  according  to  the  usage 
of  merchants  in  that  behalf,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  foreign  post-day  which 
would  be  next  after  such  delivery;  but  that,  although  that  day  had 
elapsed  long  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  neither  the  plaintiffs 
X'ftail  ^^^  ^^^  other  person,  then,  or  at  any  time  before  *or  since,  paid 
^  to  the  defendants  the  said  price  or  value  of  the  said  bill,  or  anji 
part  thereof;  and  the  defendants  never  had  or  received  any  value  or  con- 
sideration whatever  for  the  making  or  delivery  of  the  said  bill,  and  the 
plaintiffs  always  held,  and  now  hold,  the  same,  without  any  value  or  con- 
sideration whatever  to  the  defendants  for  the  same, — ^verification. 

Replication, — that,  after  the  said  bill  was  so  made  and  delivered  by 
the  defendants  to  the  said  persons  carrying  on  business  in  London  under 
the  firm  of  Coates  k  Co.,  and  before  the  said  bill  became  due,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  October,  1847, 
they,  the  said  last-mentioned  persons,  who  then  appeared  to  be,  and  whom 
the  plaintiffs  then  believed  to  be,  the  lawful  holders  of  the  said  bill,  and 
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entitled  thereto,  delivered  the  last-mentioned  UU  to  the  plaintifigy  for  • 
good,  sufficient,  and  valui^le  consideration,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  ih» 
said  bill ;  and  the  plabtiffii  then  received  the  same  for  sach  good,  svffi- 
dent,  and  valuable  consideration,  and  without  notice  of  the  premises  in^ 
the  said  third  plea  mentioned, — ^verification. 

To  this  replication  the  defendant  demurred  speciallj,  assigning  for 
causes, — ^that  either  the  said  replication  is  an  argumentative  traversa 
of  the  aUegations  9f  the  said  third  plea,  being  in  effed*  an  averment 
that  there  toas  a  sufficient  and  valuable  consideration  for  the  bill,  aft 
between  the  plaintiflb  m  payees  and  ike  defendants  as  makers,  or  it 
sets  up,  by  way  of  answer  to  the  ple(^  a  centtdn'ation  between  the 
plaintiflb  and  third  persons,  not  parties  to  the  bill,  nor  agents  of  or 
connected  in  interest  with  the  defendants ;  and  that  the  plaintifli  and' 
the  defendants  being  the  immediate  parties  tx>  the  contract,  as  appeaara 
on  the  face  of  the  bill,  and  it  being  admitted  by  the  replication  that 
there  was  no  consideration  in  fact  moving  from  the  plaintiffs  to  tbe* 
^defendants,  the  supposed  promise  or  undertaking  of  the  defend-  p^,^/./- 
ants  was  nudum  pactum^  and  no  action  would  lie  on  the  bill  at  '- 
the  suit  of  the  plaintifis,  against  the  defendants  as  makers. 

The  plaintiffs  joined  in  demurrer. 

Ghreenwood  (with  whom  was  ByleM^  Serjt.),  in  support  of  the  demurrer* 
This  case  is  governed  by  that  of  Puget  de  Bras  v.  Forbes,  1  Esp.  N.  P». 
0.  117.     There,  the  plaintiff  was  a  foreigner,  residing  in  Holland ;  and, 
having  a  large  sum  of  money  here  in  the  funds,  ^nployed  the  house  of 
Agassiz,  Rougemont,  k,  Co.,  as  his  agents,  to  sell  it  out,  and  to  remit  it' 
to  him  in  bills  on  Holland.    Agassiz,  Bougemont,  &  Co.,  applied  to  thidt 
defendants  for  the  purpose,  and,  on  the  17th  of  February,  1792,  got  fron^ 
them  bills  on  Holland,  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.    It  was  proved  to  bO' 
the  custom  of  London,  for  persons  in  the  halnt  of  remitting  foreign  bills, 
to  give  the  bills  on  one  day,  but  not  to  receive  the  money  for  them  until' 
the  next  post  day.     In  this  case,  the  next  post  day  was  Tuesday,  the 
2l8t.     On  Monday,  the  20th,  the  house  of  Agassis,  Rougemont,  k  Co., 
stopped  payment ;  so  that  the  defendants  in  &et  had  never  received  any 
value  for  the  bills  which  they  had  so  drawn  on  Holland  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff;  and  they  having  ordered  their  correspondent  abroad  not  to  pay^ 
the  bills  when  due,  this  action  was  brought  against  them  as  drawers  of 
the  bills.     The  plaintiff's  case  rested  merely  upon  this — ^that  the  law«- 
merchant  knows  no  nudum  paetumy  and  that  the  defendants  should  have 
received  the  money  before  they  granted  the  bills ;  and  that,  in  conse* 
quence  of  their  not  having  then  received  it,  and  Agassis,  Bougemont,  ft. 
Co.  having  failed,  the  plaintiff  had  lost  the  money  of  his  which  they  had 
sold  out  of  the  funds.     *The  defendants  relied  on  the  custom  of  r^cc^/*.* 
merchants  in  the  remitting  of  bills,  and  that  they  had  been  guilty  ^ 
of  no  laches ;  that  the  custom  of  giving  bills  on  Holland  before  the  reoeipt. 
of  the  money  for  them,  was  perfectly  well  known  a«id  estaUiahed;  and: 
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that  they,  therefore,  should  be  allowed  to  go  into  that  defence  against 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  payee  of  the  bills.  Lord  Loughborough  was 
of  opinion  ^^  that  it  was  competent  for  the  defendants  to  go  into  this  evi- 
dence, as  against  the  payee  of  the  bills,  he  being  subject  to  all  the  eqmty 
the  defendants  could  have  had  against  his  agents,  Agassiz,  Rougemont, 
&  Co.,  if  the  bills  had  been  drawn  payable  to  themselves,  who  must  be 
supposed  to  have  been  acquainted  with  the  usage  on  bills;  though  his 
lordship  said  that  49uch  evidence  would  be  inadmissible,  had  the  action 
been  brought  by  an  endorsee  for  a  valuable  consideration."  Here,  the 
delivery  of  the  bill  to  Coates  k  Co.,  alleged  in  the  declaration,  does  not 
mean  a  delivery  so  as  to  make  them  the  legal  owners  of  the  bill.  Then, 
the  plea  alleges  that  the  bill  was  delivered  to  Coates  &  Co.  for  the  use 
of  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  faith  and  terms  of  being  paid  the  price  and  value 
thereof  on  the  next  foreign  post  day, — ^which,  according  to  Jefferies  v. 
Austin,  1  Stra.  674,  amounts  to  a  defence :  and  this  is  admitted  by  the 
replication.  [Coltman,  J.  The  plea  does  not  allege  that  the  plaintiffs 
knew  of  the  terms  on  which  the  defendants  delivered  the  bill  to  Coates 
k  Co.  y.  Williams,  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiffs  can 
show  a  good  title.]  A  man  may  be  a  bond  fide  holder,  and  yet  may  not 
be  able  to  sue  upon  the  bill.  In  Esdaile  v.  La  Nauze,  1  T.  &;  C.  394,  it 
was  held,  that,  where  a  bill  of  exchange  has  been  negotiated  by  means 
*ftR7l  *  forgery  of  the  name  of  the  payee  as  an  endorser,  a  court  of 
J  ^equity  will  restrain  even  a  bond  fide  holder  of  the  bill  from 
suing  the  acceptor,  and  will  direct  the  forged  instrument  to  be  delivered 
up  to  be  cancelled ;  and  that,  where  the  original  endorsement  of  the 
payee's  name  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  is  a  forgery,  a  real  endorsement  by 
the  payee  after  the  bill  has  arrived  at  maturity,  will  not  give  the  holder 
any  title.  Here,  the  contest  is,  between  the  immediate  parties  to  the 
contract, — ^the  drawers  and  the  payees,  and  the  plea  shows  that  there  was 
no  consideration ;  which  is  not  directly  traversed  by  the  replication. 

Channelly  Serjt.,  control.  If  this  be  a  good  plea,  it  is  well  answered 
by  the  replication.  A  similar  replication  was  held  good  in  Arbouin  v. 
Anderson,  1  Q.  B.  498,  1  Gale  &;  D.  403.  [Cresswell,  J.  That  case 
amounts  to  this, — that  you  have  a  right  to  treat  the  holder  of  a  mercan- 
tile instrument  payable  to  bearer,  as  the  true  owner.  But,  have  you  any 
authority  to  show  that  a  payee  may  treat  an  intermediate  holder  as  the 
true  owner  ?]  Coates  &  Co.  were  lawful  holders  of  the  bill ;  and  the 
plaintiffs,  taking  it  from  them  bond  fide^  and  without  laches,  also  obtained 
a  good  title  to  it.  The  only  ground  upon  which  the  consideration  is 
sought  to  be  impeached,  is,  that  it  moved  towards  Coates  &  Co.,  and  not 
to  the  defendants.  Coates  &  Co.  were  not,  nor  are  they  alleged  to  have 
been,  the  agents  of  the  plaintiffs  :  the  defendants  themselves,  by  deliver- 
ing the  bill  to  them,  enabled  them  to  give  the  plaintiffs  title.  Neither 
of  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  is  applicable  here.  In  Puget  de 
Bras  V.  Forbes,  the  bill  was  given  to  an  agent  of  the  payee.    Jefferies  v. 
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Austin,  was  a  mere  case  of  failure  of  oonsideratioii.  And  in  Esdaile  v: 
La  Nanze,  the  '^'plaintiff  sought  to  make  title  through  a  forged  rtg^Q 
endorsement 

Greenwood  was  heard  in  reply*  Our.  adv,  vuU. 

Wilde,  0.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendants,  on,  &c., 
in  London,  made  their  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  and  directed  the  same 
to  certain  persons  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  to  eertaiin  persons 
carrying  on  business  in  the  kingdom  of  France  under  the  style  of  A.  de 
Wain  &  Oo.,  and  thereby  required  them  to  pay  that  their  first  of  ex- 
change, to  the  order  of  the  plaintiffs,  a  certain  sum  of  foreign  money, 
to  wit,  22,520  francs,  60  centimes,  at  five  days  after  date,  &c. ;  and  that 
the  defendants  delivered  the  said  bill  to  certain  persons  carrying  on  bu- 
siness in  London  under  the  firm  of  Coates  k  Co.,  to  wit,  to  one  Ezra 
Jenks  Coates  and  one  John  HiUiard,  who  then  delivered  the  same  to  the 
plaintiffs,  &c., — averring  presentment  to  the  drawees,  non-payment, 
protest,  &c. 

There  was  a  second  count,  in  the  same  form,  on  another  foreign  bill. ' 

The  defendants  pleaded, — ^thirdly,  that  they  made  the  bill  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  persons  in  that 
behalf  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs,  ^^  on 
tKe  faith  and  terms  of  being  paid  the  price  and  value  thereof,  amounting 
to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  8762.  12s.,  according  to  the  usage  and 
custom  of  merchants  in  that  behalf,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  foreign  post 
day  which  would  be  next  after  such  delivery ;"  but  that,  although  that 
day  had  elapsed  long  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  neither  the 
plaintiffs  nor  any  *other  person,  either  then  or  at  anytime  before  r4coga 
or  since,  paid  to  the  defendants  the  said  price  or  value  of  the  ^ 
said  bill,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  the  defendants  never  had  or  received 
any  value  or  consideration  whatever  for  the  making  or  delivery  of  the 
bill ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  always  held,  and  did  now  hold  the  same, 
without  any  value  or  consideration  whatever  to  the  defendants  for  the 
same. 

The  plaintiff  replied,  that,  after  the  bill  in  the  first  count  mentioned 
was  so  made  and  delivered  by  the  defendants  to  Ooates  &  Co.,  and  before 
the  bill  became  due,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  said 
last-mentioned  persons,  who  then  appeared  to  be,  and  whom  the  plaintiffs 
then  believed  to  be,  the  lawful  holders  of  the  said  bill,  and  entitled 
thereto,  delivered  the  said  bill  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  a  good,  sufficient,  and* 
valuable  consideration,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  the  said  bill,  and  the 
plaintiffs  then  received  the  same  for  such  good,  sufficient,  and  valuable 
consideration,  and  without  noiice  of  the  premises  in  the  third  plea 
mentioned. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that,  either  the  replication  was 
an  argumentative  traverse  of  the  allegations  of  the  third  plea,  being  in 
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effect  an  av^dient  thai  tbere  ims  a  mifficieDt  aind  raluaUe  consicteratiaii 
for  the  bill  as  between  the  plaintifis  as  payees  and  the  defendants  as 
makers,  or  it  set  up,  by  way  of  answer  to  the  plea,  a  consideration  between 
the  plaintiffs  and  third  persons,  not  parties  to  the  bill,  nor  agents  of,  or 
connected  in  interest  with,  ike  defendants ;  and  that,  the  plaintafiis  and 
defendants  being  immediate  parties  to  the  contract,  as  appears  npon  the 
face  of  the  bill,  and  it  being  admitted  by  the  replication  that  there  was 
BO  consideration  in  fiiet  moving  from  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants,  the 
supposed  promise  of  the  defendants  was  nuium  peututn. 
^  *The  plaintiffii  haring  joined  in  demurs,  the  case  was  argued 

^  before  Q8(:a)  at  the  latter  end  of  last  Easter  term. 

In  support  of  the  demurrer,  the  oases  of  Puget  de  Bras  v.  Forbes,  1 
£sp.  N.  P.  C.  117,  Jefferies  t^  Austin,  1  Stra.  674,  and  Esdaile  v.  La 
Ifauee,  1  Y.  &  C.  ad4,  were  cited. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  argued  that  none  of  those  cases  were  appli- 
cable.   And  we  are  of  that  opinion. 

In  the  first,  the  bill  was  given  to  an  agent  for  the  payee,  who  was 
therefore  responsible  for  Ae  non-payment  of  the  value  to  the  drawer. 
The  second  was  a  mere  case  of  a  note  given  upon  a  consideration  which 
failed,  and  was  sued  upon  by  the  party  to  whom  it  was  so  given.  And, 
in  the  third,  the  plaintiff  had  to  make  title  by  endorsement  of  the  payee. 
A  forged  endorsement  in  his  name  was  held,  of  course,  to  ^re  no  title. 
A  good  endorsement  was  afterwards  made ;  but  that  was  after  the  bfll 
had  become  due,  and  therefore  the  holder,  by  virtue  of  that  endorsement, 
was  liable  to  all  equities  attaching  upon  the  bill. 
'  Having  disposed  of  those  authorities,  the  counsel  for  the  plain  tiflb 
argued,  that,  in  the  present  case,  Ooates  &  Co.  were  not,  and  were  not 
alleged  to  be,  agents  for  the  plaintiffs ;  and  that  the  defendants,  by 
placing  the  bill  in  the  hands  of  Coates  k  Co.,  enabled  them  to  confer 
upon  the  plaintiffs,  by  delivery  of  the  bill,  a  title  to  sue  upon  it,  without 
showing  any  consideration  moving  from  themselves  to  the  drawers :  but 
that,  if  the  plea  should  be  held  to  furnish  any  defence  to  the  action,  it 
was  answered  by  the  replication :  and  Arbouin  v.  Anderson,  1  Q.  B. 
498, 1  Gale  &  D.  408,  was  cited  as  an  authority. 
*ft7ll  ^^  ^^  ^^  opinion,  that,  upon  this  record,  the  '''plaintiffs  are 
^  entitled  to  recover.  The  declaration  arers  a  delivery  by  the 
drawers  to  Coates  k  Co.,  and  by  Coates  &  Co.  to  the  plaintiff,  the  payees. 
The  plea  does  not  allege  that  Coates  k  Co.  were  agents  for  the  plaintiffs, 
or  that  the  bill  was  delivered  to  them  in  that  character.  It  alleges  that 
the  bill  was  delivered  to  Coates  k  Co.  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs,  to 
whom,  therefore,  Coates  k  Co.  might  lawfully  deliver  it.  But  it  goes  on 
to  say  that  it  was  so  delivered  upon  the  faith  and  terms  of  being  paid  the 
price  and  value  on  or  before  a  certain  day.     It  does  not  aver  that  the 

(a)  WlLDB,  C.  J.,  COLTKAV,  J.,  CRBSBWBLLy  J.,  AOd  Y.  WlLLlAHSy  J. 
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bill  iras  not  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  mitil  those  terms  had  been 
fulfilled,  or,  that  they  were  ever  to  be  fulfilled  by  the  plaintifis,  or  that 
-the  plaintiffs  had  notice  that  snCh  terms  were  to  be  fulfilled  by  Goates  k 
Co.,  or  that  Goates  k  Co.  had  not  giren  value  for  the  bill :  nor  is  it 
alleged  that  the  bill  was  delivered  to  the  plaintifis  before  the  expiration 
of  the  time  within  which  the  defendants  say  the  price  of  the  bill  was  to 
be  paid.  So  that,  even  if  it  be  assumed  that  the  plaintiffs  knew  that 
Goates  &;  Go.  would  have  till  the  next  foreign  post  day  to  pay  the  price 
of  the  bill,  they  would  have  a  right  to  conclude,  from  the  bill's  remaining 
in  their  hands  after  that  day,  that  the  price  had  been  duly  paid.  On  the 
&ther  hand,  if  they  received  the  bill  from  Goates  &  Go.  before  the  next 
foreign  post  day,  they  would  know  that  the  drawers  gave  credit  to  Goates 
k  Go.  for  the  money,  by  placing  the  bill  in  their  hands  and  under  their 
control  in  the  mean  time.  Nor  is  it  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  took  the 
bill  without  giving  value  for  it.  The  negative  is  confined  to  value  passing 
from  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants. 

Now,  the  writers  upon  foreign  bills  contemplate  the  existence  of  four 
parties, — The  giver  of  value,  or  purchaser  of  the  bill,  or  remitter,  as  he 
is  often  called, — the  drawer, — the  party  to  whom  the  bill  is  to  be 
paid  *abroad, — and  the  drawee.  The  ordinary  course  of  dealing  r+gYo 
with  reference  to  foreign  bills,  as  described  by  them,  begins  by 
the  sale  of  the  bill  by  the  drawer  to  some  person  other  than  the  payee : 
it,  therefore,  does  not  contemplate  that  the  consideration  for  the  bill 
should  necessarily  move  from  the  payee  to  the  drawer,  or  that  no  person 
but  the  drawer  should  have  a  right  to  confer  a  title  to  the  bill  upon  the 
payee :  see  Beawes's  Lex  Mercatoria,  Bills  of  Exchange,  par.  6,  p.  416, 
citing  Marius,  p.  22.  And  in  par.  14,  p.  418,  he  says :  ^^  In  case  of  a 
remitter's  failing  before  he  has  paid  the  value,  and  the  person  on  whom 
the  bill  is  drawn  gets  advice  of  this  occurrence  before  acceptance,  and 
therefore  refuses  to  accept  it,  the  bill,  on  its  returning  protested,  shall 
be  paid  notwithstanding,  with  all  charges,  by  the  drawer,  under  proof 
by  the  possessor  that  he  negotiated  the  said  bill,  and  paid  a  just  value 
for  it."  According  to  that  rule  the  plaintiffs  would  in  this  case  be 
entitled  to  recover ;  for,  the  plea  does  not  deny  that  they  gave  a  just 
value  for  the  bill.  Again,  in  par.  15,  Beawes  states  the  law  to  be,  that, 
where  the  drawer  gives  credit  to  the  remitter,  without  advising  his  prin- 
cipal thereof,  if  the  remitter  does  not  pay  the  money,  the  drawer  shall 
suffer  the  loss. 

Here,  it  is  not  shown  by  the  plea,  that  the  bill  was  handed  to  the 
plaintifis  before  the  next  post  day, — and,  for  the  reasons  above  given,  it 
seems  to  be  immaterial  whether  it  was  handed  over  before  or  after  that 
day, — nor  that  the  drawers  ever  gave  notice  to  the  payees  that  the  price 
bad  not  been  duly  paid.  They  may,  therefore,  be  considered  to  have 
given  credit  to  the  remitter. 

It  appears  to  us,  then,  that,  on  this  declaration  and  plea,  it  must  be 
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taken  that  Coatos  k  Oo.  were  the  purchasers  of  the  hill  in  question  ; 
and  that  the  drawers  placed  it  in  their  hands  with  a  controlling  power 
*R1^1  over  *it,  giving  them  credit  for  o  certain  time  for  the  purchase- 
^  >  money ;  and  that  thej  delivered  it  to  the  payees,  who  received  it 
bondfide^  and  for  value;  for,  no  fraud  is  alleged,  and  value  as  between 
Goates  and  Oo.  and  the  plaintiffs,  is  not  denied. 

Under  such  circumstances,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs 
acquired  a  good  title  to  the  bill,  and  may  sue  the  drawers  upon  it, 
although  they  have  never  received  value  for  it.  Suppose  the  bill  had 
been  given  to  Coates  &  Co.  for  their  accommodation,  or  a  promissory 
note  had  been  given  to  them,  made  payable  to  the  plaintiffs,  in  order  that 
they,  Coates  &  Co.,  might  borrow  money  upon  it,  or  hand  it  over  to  the 
payees,  in  discharge  of  a  debt,  surely  the  payees,  in  either  case,  might 
sue  upon  the  instrument,  without  proving  the  giving  of  value  to  the 
drawer  or  maker.  The  want  of  such  value  could  not  be  relied  upon  as 
an  answer  to  the  action,  on  the  ground  of  the  contract  between  the  imme> 
diate  parties  to  the  instrument  being  ntidum  pactum. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plea  does  not  give  a 
sufficient  answer  to  the  declaration  ;  and,  even  supposing  the  plea  to  be 
sufficient  to  call  upon  the  plaintiffs  to.  show  that  they  took  the  bill  bond 
fide^  and  for  value,  we  think  that  they  have  done  so  by  their  replication. 
Our  judgment  on  this  demurrer  must,  therefore,  be  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


Q-reenwoodf  for  the  defendants,  in  the  following  term  (Jan.  24, 1850), 
moved  for  leave  to  add  a  plea  to  the  first  count,  to  the  following  effect : — 
That  they,  the  defendants,  made  the  said  bill,  and  delivered  the  same  to 
the  said  persons  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  on  the  faith  and  terms  of 
*8^41  ^^^^S  P^^^  ^^^  price  and  value  ^thereof,  amounting  to  a  large 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  876/.  12s,y  according  to  the  custom  of  mer- 
chants in  that  behalf,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  foreign  post  day  which  would 
be  next  after  such  delivery :  And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  the 
said  persons  to  whom  the  said  bill  was  so  delivered  as  aforesaid,  after- 
wards,  and  before  the  said  next  foreign  post  day,  remitted  the  same  to 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  purpose  only  and  with  directions  to  the  said  plain- 
tiffs, that  they  should  collect  and  receive  the  amount  thereof  from  the 
persons  on  whom  the  same  was  drawn,  at  the  maturity  of  the  said  bilK 
for  the  account  of  certain  other  persons,  to  wit,  certain  persons  trading 
under  the  name  and  firm  of  Smith,  Sumner,  &  Co.,  whose  names  and 
descriptions  are  not  otherwise  known  to  the  defendants,  and  to  be  placefl 
to  the  credit  of  those  persons  in  account  with  the  plaintiffs,  and  not 
otherwise  ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  received  the  same  bill  for  that  purpose, 
and  on  that  account,  and  not  otherwise :  And  the  defendants  further  say, 
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that,  before  the  bill  became  due  and  payable  according  to  the  tenor  and 
effect  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  day  of  November,  1847,  the  foreign  post 
day  next  after  the  delivery  of  the  said  bill  by  the  plamtifis  to  the  said 
persons  as  aforesaid,  elapsed,  and  the  said  persons  did  not,  nor  did  any 
other  person  or  persons  whatever,  then,  or  at  any  other  time,  pay  to  the 
defendants  the  price  and  value  of  the  said  bill,  or  any  part  thereof ; 
and  that,  before  the  bill  became  due,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  plaintiffs  had 
notice  that  the  price  and  value  of  the  said  bill  was  wholly  unpaid  to  the 
defendants  :  And  the  defendants  say  that  no  value  or  consideration  what- 
ever was  then,  or  at  any  other  time,  given  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  said 
bill,  either  to  the  defendants,  or  to  the  said  persons  to  whom  the  same 
was  delivered  by  the  defendants,  and  by  whom  it  was  remitted  to  the 
plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  or  to  any  other  person  or  persons  whatever ;  and 
that  the  ^plaintiffs  became  and  were,  and  at  the  time  of  the  ma-  r^co^g 
turity  of  the  said  bill,  and  from  thence  to  and  at  the  commence- 
mcnt  of  this  suit  continued  to  be,  the  holders  of  the  said  bill,  under  the 
circumstances,  and  in  the  manner,  and  for  the  purposes,  and  on  the 
account,  in  this  plea  stated,  and  not  otherwise, — verification.  [Cress- 
well,  J.  The  substance  of  your  application  is,  to  be  permitted  to  amend 
after  judgment.  Have  you  any  affidavit  that  the  fact  has  only  recently 
come  to  your  knowledge  ?]  No.  [Grbsswell,  J.  You  do  not  say  that 
Smith,  Sumner,  &  Go.  did  not  give  value  for  the  bill.  The  new  plea 
would  only  invite  another  demurrer.] 

Wilde,  0.  J.  The  plea  upon  which  we  have  already  pronounced  an 
opinion,  was  in  substance  a  plea  of  no  consideration.  The  counsel  for 
the  defendants  was,  during  the  argument,  invited  to  amend,  but  declined. 
The  plea  now  proposed  to  be  added,  is,  in  substance,  a  plea  of  no  consi- 
deration also.  If  Goates  &  Go.  were  indebted  to  Smith  &  Go.,  and  on 
account  of  that  debt  gave  the  bill  to  them,  why  should  not  Smith  k  Go.,  by 
their  agents,  the  plaintiffs,  sue  on  the  bill  ?  This  is  an  attempt  to  plead 
another  bad  plea  of  no  consideration.  Besides,  to  allow  this,  would 
be  improperly  evading  a  wholesome  rule  of  practice,  which  precludes 
amendments  after  judgment, — unless,  perhaps,  under  verjf  special  cir- 
cum8tances.(a) 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  refused. 

(a)  When  the  pleadings  were  ore  tetnUf  the  objeetlons  were  taken  and  argued  be/ort  the 
demurrer  was  entered :  U  was  only  upon  reftisal  of  the  party  to  amend  aJUr  argnmentr  that  his 
adrenary  demurred,  and  prayed  the  Judgment  of  the  court.    See  the  Year-books,  jMimsi. 
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*«7fil  *^<>E  d-  CANNON  and  Another  t>.  CHARLES  RUCASTLB 
"'^J  and  WILLIAM  IRVING.    Lte.  8. 

Testator  devised  as  follows :— "  I  give  and  devise  to  my  son  Stephen,  %  small  field  at,  Ae.,  to  hotd 
to  my  said  son  Stephen  for  and  dwing  the  term  of  his  natoral  life :  and,  from  and  after  hi* 
death,  then  I  give  and  devise  the  same  to  the  issne  of  his  body  lawmlly  begotten,  if  more  Uian 
one,  equally  amongst  them ;  and,  in  case  he  shall  not  leave  any  issne  of  his  body,  lawfully  be* 
gotten,  at  the  time  of  bis  death,  then  I  give  and  devise  tlie  same  to  my  heir  or  heirs- at-law:* 
—Held,  that  Stephen,  the  son,  took  an  estato-tuL 

Ejectment  far  messuages,  land,  &c.,  in  the  parish  of  Penrith,  in  the 
county  of  Cumberland. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Spring  assizes  for  the  countj  of  Cumberland 
in  1848,  when  a  special  verdict  was  returned,  which  stated,  in  substance, 
as  follows : — 

At  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Stephen 
Cannon  the  elder,  and  from  thence  until  the  time  of  his  death,  he  was 
seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  of  and  in  a  field,  dwelling-house,  barn, 
and  granary,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Penrith,  in  the  county  of  Cumber* 
land. 

Stephen  Cannon  the  elder  made  and  published  his  last  will  and  testa* 
ment  in  writing,  on  the  18th  of  November,  1796,  whereby  he  devised  as 
follows : — 

*'  I  give  and  devise  to  my  son  Stephen  a  small  field  at  Freeridge  Head, 
and  all  that  dwelling-house,  barn,  and  granary  on  the  East  side  of  Fryar 
6ate,xto  hold  to  my  said  son  Stephen  Cannon,  for  and  during  the  terof 
of  his  natural  life ;  and,  from  and  after  his  death,  then  I  give  and  devise 
the  same  to  the  issue  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  if  more  than  one, 
equally  amongst  them ;  and  in  case  he  shall  not  leave  any  issue  of  his 
body,  lawfully  begotten,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  then  I  give  and  devise 
the  same  to  my  heir  or  heirs-at-law." 

The  said  Stephen  Cannon  the  elder  died  on  the  18th  of  April,  1797, 
so  seised  of  the  said  field,  dwelling-house,  barn,  and  granary  as  aforesaid, 
without  altering  or  in  any  way  revoking  his  said  will,  leaving  the  said 
i^Qn^-\  '^'Stephen,  the  devisee,  his  only  son  and  heir-at-law,  him  sur- 
viving. 

Stephen,  the  son,  entered  into  the  premises  so  devised  to  him  as  afore- 
said ;  and,  by  an  indenture  of  feoffinent,  bearing  date  the  Slst  of  Jan- 
uary, 1798,  in  consideration  of  85Z.  then  paid  to  him,  with  livery  of  seisin 
then  duly  made,  enfeofied  William  Drewry  Rimington  of  the  said  field 
at  Freeridge  Head,  being  part  of  the  premises  so  devised  by  Stephen 
Cannon  the  elder,  as  aforesaid, — to  hold  to  the  said  William  Drewry 
Rimington,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  William 
Drewry  Rimington,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever ;  by  virtue  of  which 
feofiment,  the  said  William  Drewry  Rimington  then  entered  into  and 


8  KJUHmSQy  QSANGEB,  ft  8C01V.  87t 

became  seised  of  the  said  field,  acoording  to  the  form  of  the  said  feoff* 
ment.  [The  title  to  the  field  was  then  traced(a)  to  Charles  Racastl^ 
one  of  the  defendants.} 

After  Stephen  the  son  had  entered  into  the  dwelling-house^  bam,  and 
granary  so  devised  to  him,  he,  by  an  indenture  of  feoffinent,  bearing  date 
Slst  of  January,  1798,  with  livery  of  seisin  then  duly  made,  enfeoffed 
Joseph  Fawcett  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  bam,  and  granary,  to  hold  to 
him  the  said  Joseph  Fawoett,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  unto  and  to  the  use 
of  him  the  said  Joseph  Fawcett,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever ;  by  virtue 
of  which  last-mentioned  feoffment,  the  said  Joseph  Fawcett  then  entered 
into  and  became  seised  of  the  said  dwdling-house,  bam,  and  granary, 
according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  feoffment.  [The  title  to  the 
dwelling-house,  bam,  and  granary  was  then  traced(a)  to  the  defendant 
William  Irving.] 

Stephen,  the  son  and  devisee  of  Stephen  Cannon  the  elder,  died  on 
the  29th  of  April,  1831,  leaving  two  children,  the  issue  of  his  body,  law- 
fully begotten,— Stephen  Cannon,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  his 
'^'oldest  son  and  heir-at-law, — and  Thomas  Cannon,  in  the  decla-  r-^r.^^ 
ration  also  mentioned,  his  second  son.  ^  ^ 

The  said  Stephen  Cannon,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  bom  in 
the  lifetime  of  Stephen  Cannon  the  elder,  on  the  18th  of  March,  1797. 
Thomas  Cannon  was  bom  after  the  death  of  Stephen  Cannon  the  elder, 
on  the  8th  of  July,  1808. 

Stephen  Cannon  and  Thomas  Cannon,  in  the  declaration  respectively 
mentioned,  on  the  5th  of  December,  1846, — ^being  after  the  death  of  their 
said  father, — and  before  the  12th  of  December,  1846,  entered  into  and 
upon  the  said  field,  dwelling-house,  bam,  and  granary  devised  by  the 
said  will  of  Stephen  Cannon  the  elder  aforesaid,  then  in  the  possession 
of  the  said  defendants  Charles  Rucastle  and  William  Irving ;  and  the 
said  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  then  demanded  possession  thereof  from  the 
said  Charles  Bucaetle  and  William  Irving ;  which  they  refused  to  give. 

The  said  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  are  the  same  as  those  in 
the  declaration  mentioned. 

The  said  Stephen  Cannon  and  Thomas  Cannon,  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  did,  on  the  12th  of  December,  severally  demise  to  the  said 
John  Doe  the  said  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances.  But,  whether  or 
not,  upon  the  whole  matters  aforesaid,  by  the  jurors  aforesaid  found,  the 
said  Charles  Rucastle  and  William  Irving  are  guilty  of  the  trespass  and 
ejectment  within  specified,  the  jurors  aforesaid  are  altogether  ignorant, 
&c.  &c. 

CowUng^  for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff!  The  first  question  is,  what 
estate  Stephen  Cannon,  the  feoffor,  took  under  the  will  of  1796.  If  an 
cstato-tail,  the  defendants  in  this  case  are  entitled  to  judgment;  for,  in 
that  case)  the  only  remedy  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  would  be  by  for- 

(a)  <^Nttv,  for  whftt  porpoie  ? 

2Z 


878  DOE  i.  CANNON  «.  BUCASTLB.    HL  Y.  1849. 

medonj  which  is  abolished  by  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  27,  s.  86.     So,  if  Stephen 

*f^701  ^^^^^'^  ^^^  *^^^9  ^^^^  ^^  estate  for  life,  with  contingent  remainders 
-'  to  his  issue  in  the  event  of  his  decease,  the  contingent  remainders 
being  destroyed  by  the  feoiFment,  the  defendants  wonld  also  be  entitled  to 
judgment.  But  it  is  submitted  that  Stephen,  the  son,  took  only  for  life, 
with  a  remainder  to  his  sons,  which  became  vested  immediately  on  the 
birth  of  a  son,  and  so  the  feoiTment  was  too  late.  The  will,  at  the  outset, 
expressly  confines  the  estate  to  an  estate  for  life :  it  then  goes  on — ^'  and, 
from  and  after  his  (Stephen's)  death,  then  I  give  and  devise  the  same  to 
the  issue  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  if  more  than  one,  equally  omongH 
them  J'  This  shows  that  no  estate-tail  was  meant.  It  then  concludes, — 
^^  and,  in  case  he  shall  not  leave  any  issue  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  then  I  give  and  devise  the  same  to  my  heir  or 
heirs-at-Iaw.*'  [Crksswell,  J.  Lord  Tekterden,  in  Doe  d.  Atkinson 
V.  Feathcrstone,  1  B.  &  Ad.  944,  rebuked  me  for  urging  a  similar  argu- 
ment, after  the  decision  in  Jesson  v.  Wright,  2  Bligh,  1.]  In  this  will, 
^' issue*'  means  ^^  children"  only,  to  the  exclusion  of  grandchildren. 
[Maulb,  J.  '*•  Issue,"  in  the  strictest  sense,  means  all  descendants.]  In 
deeds,  it  always  means  children :  in  wills,  it  may  mean  either,  according 
to  the  context.  In  Doe  d.  Cooper  v.  Collie,  4  T.  B.  294,  it  was  held 
that  ^' issue"  is  either  a  word  of  purchase  or  of  limitation,  as  will  best 
cficctuate  the  devisor's  intention :  and  therefore,  where  A.  devised  his 
estates  to  his  two  daughters,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  one 
moiety  to  one  and  her  heirs,  and  the  other  moiety  to  the  other  for  life, 
and,  after  her  decease,  to  the  issue  of  her  body  and  her  heirs  for  ever, 
and  she  had  ono  child  living  at  the  time  of  the  devise, — ^it  was  held,  that 
*Qfini  ^^^  second  took  only  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainders  to  *her 
-I  children  as  purchasers.  [Maule,  J.  There,  there  were  words  of 
inheritance  superadded  to  the  word  ''issue."  Crbsswell,  J.  Is  it 
found  that  Stephen  the  son  was  heir-at-law  of  the  testator  ?]  Yes.  In 
Doe  d.  Davy  v.  Burnsall,  6  T.  Bi  80, — where  the  testator  devised  ''  all 
his  estates  to  A.  and  the  issue  of  her  body,  as  tenants  in  common,  but, 
in  default  of  such  issue,  or,  being  such,  if  they  should  all  die  under 
twenty-one,  and  without  leaving  issue,"  then  over, — ^it  was  held,  that  all 
the  limitations  subsequent  to  that  to  A.,  were  contingent,  and  were 
consequently  destroyed  by  a  recovery  sufiered  by  A.  There,  however, 
there  was  no  distinct  devise  for  life,  as  here :  primd  faexe^  the  words 
would  seem  at  once  to  give  an  estate^tail.  [Maulb,  J.  There,  the  words 
''  die  without  issue"  had  the  same  effect  as  ''  heirs"  in  Doe  d.  Cooper  tr. 
CoUis.]  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Doe  d.  Davy  r.  Burnsall,  says :  '^  In  determine 
ing  the  present  case,  I  proceed  on  the  words  of  the  will,  giving  legal 
effect  to  every  word  contained  in  it;  and  they  all  lead  to  this  conclusion, 
— that  this  was  a  contingency  with  a  double  aspect ;  if  M.  Owstwick  had 
any  children,  the  estate  was  limited  to  them  in  fee ;  if  she  had  no  child- 
ren, or,  if  she  had  any,  and  they  died  under  twenty-one,  and  without 
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issue,  then  it  was  to  go  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  Bat  all  these 
rested  in  contingency,  and  the  particular  estate  of  freehold  by  which 
they  were  supported,  having  been  destroyed  before  they  were  capable  of 
taking  effect,  they  were  also  destroyed  with  it."  [Maulb,  J.  ^'  Issue'' 
has  two  senses,— one,  comprehending  all  de$eei%dant8 :  and,  if  there  be  a^iy- 
thing  to  show  that  it  does  not  mean  that,  then  it  means  immediate  issue 
— children.]  In  all  cases,  it  is  a  question  of  intention,  upon  the  whole  of 
the  will.  Unless  the  word  ^^  issue"  in  this  case  is  to  be  read  ''  heirs,''  the 
""rule  in  Shelley's  case,  1  Go.  Rep.  93  b, — which  is  not  to  be  adopted  r:t.'Qci 
unless  necessary,— cannot  apply.  The  meaning  of  the  word  ^^  issue" 
is  clearly  and  lucidly  explained  in  Slater  v.  Dangerfield,  15  M.  &  W.  263. 
There,  a  testator  devised  lands  to  his  grandson  G.  D.,  to  hold  the  same 
unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  G.  D.  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life ; 
and,  from  his  decease,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  lawful 
Uiue  of  the  said  G.  D.,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  equally,  as 
tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  when  and  as  he,  she,  or 
they  should  attain  his,  her,  or  their  age  or  ages  of  twenty-one  years : 
and  the  testator  devised  all  the  residue  and  remainder  of  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  and  effects,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  not  before  other- 
wise disposed  of,  to  his  daughter  S.  D.  absolutely,  for  her  own  sole  and 
separate  use  :  and  it  was  held,  that,  in  the  above  devise  ^'  issue"  was  to 
be  construed  "children,"  and  therefore  that  G.  D.  took  an  estate  for  life 
only,  with  remainder  to  his  children  as  purchasers,  and  not  an  estate- 
tail  ;  and,  consequently,  that,  on  his  death  without  issue,  S.  D.  took 
under  the  residuary  devise,  notwithstanding  a  disentailing  deed  executed 
by  G.  D.  in  his  lifetime, — such  a  deed,  executed  under  the  8  &  4  W.  4, 
c.  74,  having  no  effect  in  barring  future  contingent  estates,  unless  the 
party  executbg  it  was  in  fact  a  tenant  in  tail.  Parke,  B.,  in  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  says :  "  The  question  is  one  of  those  which 
are  of  very  frequent  occurrence,  namely,  whether  the  word  ^  issue'  is  to 
be  treated  as  a  word  of  limitation  or  a  word  of  purchase.  The  general 
rule  in  such  cases  is  clear  and  well  established.  The  word  ^  issue*  in  a 
will,  primd  facie  means  the  same  thing  as  ^  heirs  of  the  body,'  and  is  to 
be  construed  as  a  word  of  limitation ;  but  this  primd  facie  construction 
will  give  *way,  if  there  be,  on  the  face  of  the  will,  suflScient  to  r*oQo 
show  that  the  word  was  intended  to  have  a  less  extended  meaning,  *- 
and  to  be  applied  only  to  children,  or  to  descendants  of  a  particular 
class,  or  at  a  particular  time.  Though,  however,  the  rule  thus  stated,  h 
perfectly  simple,  yet  its  application  is  often  very  difficult.  The  real 
question  in  each  particular  case  is,  what  are  the  circumstances  which  are 
to  be  considered  sufficient  to  indicate  that  the  word  has'  been  used  in  a 
restricted  sense.  Indeed,  the  rule  itself  is  one  not  more  applicable  to 
the  word  ^  issue,'  than  it  is  to  the  words  '  heirs  of  the  body,'  or  indeed 
to  any  other  words  which  can  be  suggested.  In  all  cases  the  primd 
facie  import  of  words  used  by  a  testator,  is  liable  to  be  controlled  or 
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modified  by  the  context.  When  it  was  once  establiBfaed  that  a  devise  to 
a  man  and  his  issoe  means  the  same  thing  as  a  devise  to  him  and  the 
heirs  of  his  body,  it  might  have  appeared  reasonable  to  hold  that  all  the 
rules  of  constmction  applicable  to  the  latter  words  were  applicable  to 
the  former  also,  considering  the  great  importance  of  abiding  by  general 
rules  in  the  interpretation  of  wills,  with  the  view  of  attaining  as  mnch 
certainty  and  uniformity  of  decision  as  the  subject  admits  of.  But  the 
courts  have  been  less  reluctant  to  narrow  the  primd  facie  meaning  of 
the  word  'issue/  than  of  the  words  'heirs  of  the  body,'  and  have  done 
so  in  some  cases,  so  nearly  resembling  the  present,  and  so  incapable  of 
being  distinguished  from  it  on  any  satisfactory  ground,  that  we,  without 
deciding  what  the  construction  would  have  been,  if  the  words  '  heirs  of 
the  body'  had  been  used,  feel  ourselves  bound  to  take  the  same  course, 
and  to  hold  that  the  grandson,  George  Dangerfield,  took  an  estate  for 
life.  The  case  of  Greenwood  v.  Rothwell,  5  M.  &  G.  628,  6  Scott, 
itLQQo-\  N.  R.  670,  is  precisely  in  point.    That  was  a  ^devise  to  J.  G.  for 

-'  his  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  to  all  and  every  the  issue  of  his 
body,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  the  heirs  of  such  issue.  Under  this  de- 
vise, the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  decided  that  J.  G.  took  ap  estate  for  life 
only.  That  case  is  a  distinct  authority  for  holding,  that,  where  there  is 
a  devise  to  one  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  as  tenants  in  eommany 
with  a  limitation  to  the  heirs  general  of  the  issue,  the  issue  take  as  pur- 
chasers in  fee.  It  would  be  impossible  for  ns  to  decide,  in  the  case 
before  us,  that  the  grandson  took  an  estate-tail,  without  at  the  same 
time  overruling  the  case  of  Greenwood  v.  Rothwell.  All  the  circum- 
stances there  indicating  that  the  word  issue  was  used  as  a  word  of  pur- 
chase, and  not  of  limitation,  occur  also  in  the  case  before  us,  with  the 
further  circumstance,  that,  in  the  present  case,  the  parties  to>  take  under 
the  description  of  issue,  are  only  to  take  when  and  as  they  attain  (he 
age  of  twenty-one  yearSj — ^which  brings  the  case  very  closely  within  the 
principle  of  Merest  v.  James,  1  B.  &  B.  484,  4  J.  B.  Moore,  827, 
where  a  gift  over,  in  case  of  the  issue  dying  under  twenty-one,  was  of 
itself  held  sufficient  to  show  that  the  word  '  issue'  was  used  in  its  limited, 
and  not  its  general  sense."  [Cresswell,  J. — You  read  "issue"  as 
*'  children,"  in  both  parts  of  the  clause.  If  the  testator  had  had  two 
children  born  in  his  lifetime,  the  remainder  would  have  become  vested 
in  them  as  they  were  born.]  Precisely  so.  A  devise  to  A.  and  his 
issue,  gives  A.  an  estate-tail  :  so,  if  the  devise  is,  to  A.  for  life,  and, 
after  his  decease,  to  his  issue,  A.  takes  an  estate-tail,  if  there  be  a  devise 
over.  In  this  latter  case,  the  court  will  imply  an  estate-tail,  because 
otherwise  the  intention  of  the  testator  would  be  frustrated.  [Maule,  J. 
The  rule  in  Shelley's  case  has  been  applied  where  the  words  "  equally 
i^ooA-]  to  ^0  '^'divided  amongst  them"  have  occurred.]    Those  cases  pro- 

^  ceed  upon  the  ground  that  those  words  of  division  are  to  be 
rejected.     In  Jesson  v.  Wright,  2  Bligh,  57,  Lord  RedbsbaXiS  says : 


8  MANNING,  OBANaEB,  k  SCOTT.  884 

^^'The  rale  is,  that  technical  words  shall  have  their  legal  effect,  unless, 
from  sabseqnent  inconsistent  words,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  testator 
meant  otherwise.  In  many  cases,  in  all,  I  believe,  except  Doe  v.  Groff, 
11  East,  668,  it  has  been  held  that  the  words  '  tenants  in  common*  do 
not  overrule  the  legal  sense  of  words  of  settled  meaning.  In  other  cases, 
a  similar  power  of  appointment  has  been  held  not  to  overrule  the  mean- 
ing and  effect  of  similar  words.  It  has  been  argued  that  heirs  of  the 
body  cannot  take  as  tenants  in  common ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  the 
testator  did  not  intend  that  heirs  of  the  body  should  take,  because  they 
cannot  take  in  the  mode  prescribed.  This  only  follows,  that,  having 
given  to  heirs  of  the  body,  he  could  not  modify  that  gift  in  the  two  dif- 
ferent ways  which  he  desired,  and  the  words  of  modification  are  to  be 
rejected."  [V.  Williams,  J. — All  that  Lord  Redesdale  means,  is,  that 
the  mere  circumstance  of  the  testator's  attempting  to  restrain  words 
having  a  definite  legal  meaning,  will  not  deprive  them  of  their  proper 
effect.]  There  are  two  strong  circumstances  to  prevent  the  word  '^  issue** 
here  being  construed  to  mean  ^' heirs  of  the  body,"  viz.,  that  the  devise 
to  Stephen,  the  feoffor,  is  expressly  of  an  estate  for  life,  and  there  is  a 
devise  over. 

The  two  sons  of  Stephen,  the  feoffor,  it  is  submitted,  took  an  estate  in 
fee,  the  condition  of  their  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  their  father,  not  hav- 
ing happened.  In  Doe  d.  Roake  v.  Nowell,  1  M.  &  Selw.  827,  the  testator 
devised  all  his  freehold  estates  to  J.  S.  for  life,  and,  on  his  decease,  to 
*and  among  his  children  equally,  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  p^^n^f. 
their  heirs,  as  tenants  in  common ;  but,  if  only  one  child  should  ■- 
live  to  attain  such  age,  to  such  child  and  his  or  her  heirs,  at  his  or  her 
age  of  twenty-one ;  and,  in  case  J.  S.  shall  die  without  issue,  or  such 
issue  should  die  before  twenty-one,  then  over :  and  it  was  held,  that  the 
children  of  J.  S.  took  a  vested  remainder.  Here,  if  there  had  been  no 
devise  over,  on  failure  of  issue  of  Stephen,  the  feoffor,  living  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  the  previous  words  would,  by  implication,  have  given  the 
fee  to  him  and  his  issue :  but,  as  the  estate  was  to  go  over  in  the  event 
of  Stephen's  children  not  surviving  him,  having  survived  him,  they  take 
the  fee.  In  Doe  d.  Wight  v.  Cundall,  9  East,  400,  under  a  devise  of  land 
to  the  two  children  of  the  testator's  brother  W.  when  they  attained  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  but  the  executor  to  account  to  them  for  the 
profits  until  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  day  of  marriage ;  but,  if  either 
should  die  before  twenty-one^  the  survivor  to  be  heir  to  the  other, — it  was 
held  that  the  fee  passed ;  which  would  go  over  to  the  survivor,  in  case 
one  died  under  twenty-one,  and  would  descend  or  be  disposable  if  he  died 
after  attaining  twenty-one.  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  giving  judgment 
there,  having  referred  to  Frogmorton  d.  Bramstone  v.  Holyday,  S  Burr. 
1618,  says :  ^^  The  whole  doctrine  and  effect  of  these  words  were  there 
so  fully  stated,  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  add  any  further  authority.     But 
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Lard  Mansfield^  in  another  caseX^)  mentioQa  a  caae  of  Tomkmft  «• 
Tomkins,  in  Chancery,  H.  17  G.  2,  where  the  devise  was  ^  to  his  hrother^ 
in  trust  for  his  eldest  son,  B.,  till  he  should  attain  twenty-one ;  and,  if 
hQ  should  die  before  twent7M>ne,  then  a  devise  over :'  the  court  held  the 
*Hf<(n  ^^  ^^  twenty-one  to  be  no  limitation  of  '^'B.'s  wtereH^  but  oni^ 
J  a  limitation  of  the  trust  during  his  minority,  and  that  B.  took  the 
whole  by  implication.  There  are  other  authorities  which  might  be  cited, 
that  a  giving  over  on  a  dying  before  twenty-one,  shows  an  intention^  that, 
if  the  party  attain  twenty-one,  he  should  have  a  fee  absolute."  This, 
view  is  further  supported  by  Doe  d.  Bills  v.  Hopkinson,  5  Q.  B.  223,  aad 
Doe  d.  Comberbach  v.  Perryn,  S  T.  B.  484,  cited  in  Feame's  Contingent 
Bemainder8.(i) 

Hugh  JSiU  (with  whom  was  Leuns)j  contrd,  was  not  called  upon. 

Maule,  J.  The  devise  to  Stephen  Cannon,  the  feoffor,  by  the  wQl  of 
1796,  clearly  was  of  an  estate-tail.  It  is  well  settled,  that  the  wordi 
''issue"  in  a  will,  means  ''heirs  of  the  body,"  unless  there  are  words* 
therein  which  are  inconsistent  with  or  control  that  construction.  The 
rule  in  Shelley's  case  must  therefore  prevail.  The  devise,  then,  being  to 
Stephen  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  gave  him  an  estate-tail :  and  that 
estate-tail  having  been  discontinued  by  the  feoffment,  it  is  conceded  that 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  are  not  entitled  to  recover. 

Cresswell,  J.,  and  V.  Wilijahs,  J.,  concurring. 

Judgment  for  the  desfendanta. 

(a)  OMdtitte  d.  Hacrwurd  v.  WMtbj,  1  Bvr.  SS4. 

{h)  lOth  edit  Vol.  L  p.  813. 


*M7l  *^^^^  ^^  Others,  Assignees  of  6B0R6E  GEEBING, 
^^'J      Bankrupt,  v.  CARET,  Public  Officer  of  THE  LOND< 


r,    a 

LONDON 
AND  COUNTY  BANKING  COMPANY.  Dee.  10. 


A  plM  of  rnntml  endil  by  wfty  of  tet-efl;  mmnot  be  pleaded  lo  a  deelaration  by  anigneet,  ebarg- 
kg  tbe  defendaatf  with  haTing  reoelTed  a  sum  of  money  firom  the  banknipt  for  the  purpoee  of 
meeting  a  certain  acceptance,  and  neglecting  so  to  apply  it»  whereby  the  bankmp^s  eeta^ 
mifltained  damage,— the  daim  being  for  unliquidated  damage; 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  before 
the  bankruptcy  of  George  Geering,  to  wit,  on,  Ac,  the  said  George  Geer- 
ing  was  a  customer  of,  and  kept  an  account  with,  the  co-par tuership 
called  The  London  and  County  Banking  Company,  in  the  way  of  their 
business  as  bankers,  of  which  the  defendant  was  one  of  the  public 
officers;  that,  before  the  bankruptcy,  the  said  George  Geering  had 
accepted  a  certain  bill  of  exchange,  drawn,  &c.,  for  175/.  2«.  Sii.,  at  two 
months,  payable  at  the  banking-house  of  the  said  co-partnership  in 
London, — of  all  which  premises,  the  said  co-partnership,  at  the  time  of 
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•aittkhig  the  prannse  thereinaifl^r  tnelitidiied,  had  notitie ;  that,  before  the 
^i^kruptcy,  and  befote  the  bill  became  dHe,  to  Wit,  on,  &c.,  the  said 
George  Geering  paid  the  said  «um  of  1752.  28.  8(2.  to  the  Bald  co-part- 
nership, who  then  received  the  aathe  for  the  purpose  and  to  the  intent 
that  the  said  co-partnership  should  pay  and  retire  the  said  bill  when  pre- 
sented for  payment,  and  the  said  co-partnership  then  promised  to  pay 
.and  retire  the  said  bill  when  dae  and  presented  as  aforesaid;  that  the  said 
bill  became  due  and  was  presented,  before  the  bankruptcy  of  George 
Geering,  for  payment,  to  the  s&id  co-partnership;  that  l^ey  refused  to 
|>ay  and  retire  tiie  mid  bill,  whereby  the  said  bill  became  dishonoured ; 
^nd  that,  by  reason  of  the  non-performance  of  their  promise  by  the  said 
co-partnership,  and  their  not  returning  the  said  '''money,  the  said  r^r^r^r^ 
George  Geering  had,  before  his  bankruptcy,  been  put  to  great  '- 
loss  and  expense  in  his  trade  and  business,  in  respect  to  the  said  bill, — 
•to  the  damage  of  the  pluntiffs,  as  assignees,  &c. 

Plea,  mutual  credit  by  way  of  ~8et-off. 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 

WiUet,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.(a)  The  question  is,  whether  the 
deposit  of  a  sum  of  money  with  a  banker  for  the  purp<)se  of  meeting  an 
acceptanee  of  the  customer,  becomes  a  debt  within  the  statutes  of  set- 
oiF,  or  the  60th  section  of  the  bankrupt  act  6  G.  4,  c.  16.  It  is  submit- 
ted, that  if  a  man  accepts  a  bill  payable  iat  a  banker's,  and,  whilst  the 
bill  is  ouftstanding,  goes  to  the  banker  and  gives  him  a  sum  to  be  specifi- 
cally appUed  to  the  payment  of  th»t  particukur  acceptance,  and  the 
banker  receives  the  money  under  an  agreement  so  to  apply  it,  he  cannot 
afterwards  claim  to  retain  the  money,  and  set  off  against  it  money  due 
to  him  from  the  depositor.  To  be  a  debt  within  the  statutes  of  set-off, 
it  must  be  a  sum  payable  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  to  the  customer. 
The  case  is  substantially  decided  by  Hill  v.  Smith,  12  M.  &  W.  618. 
There,  A.  paid  to  a  banking  company  a  sum  of  money  for  the  specific 
purpose  of  providing  for  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  amount,  drawn 
by  A.  upon  the  company's  London  bankers.  A.  was  at  that  time 
indebted  in  a  larger  amount  to  the  company,  who,  instead  of  applying 
-the  money  according  to  his  instructions,  placed  it  to  the  credit 
of  his  account  with  them.  The  bill  was  refused  acceptance,  and, 
while  it  remained  unpaid  in  the  hands  of  the  holder,  A.  p^^^r^q 
"^became  bankrupt: — It  was  held  that  his  assignees  were  enti-  '- 
tied  to  recover  from  the  company,  in  a  special  action  of  assumpsit, 
the  whole  amount  of  the  bill.  The  observations  of  Parkb,  B.,  in  that 
case,  furnish  all  that  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  present  argu- 
ment. '^  The  debts  due  to  the  bankrupt,"  says  the  learned  baron,  ^^  and 
the  damages  to  be  recovered  by  him  for  the  breach  of  contracts  relative 

(a)  The  point  marked  for  arn^nmenty  on  the  part  of  the  i>lnittiiii;  wa^— ''  that  damages  for  non- 
payment  of  a  bill  of  exchange  aooording  to  contract,  to  which  bill  the  defendanti  are  not  partiei, 
is  not  a  debt  within  the  statutes  of  set-ofll 
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to  the  baakn^'i  penonal  estate,  and  wliicib  aibet  its  ^fBliie»  pais  as  p«p> 
Bonal  estate  to  the  aaaigneea.  We  need  not  inqnize  farther  as  to  Ike 
deacription  of  contraeta,  the  damagea  for  the  Inreaeh  of  whidi  bdong  to 
the  aasigDeefly  for  this  qiieati<Mi  is  atiU  9ub  Judiee  ;{a)  but^  for  this  sort  of 
contracty  the  asaigDeea  are  imdoiibtedl j  entitled  to  reooTer,  and  stand  ia 
the  place  of  the  bankrupt  himself  aa  to  his  right  to  recover, — as  they  do 
with  respect  to  his  debts,  for  the  recovery  of  which  they  had,  by  1  Jae. 
1,  c.  15,  a.  18,  and  have,  by  6  O.  4^  c.  16,  s.  25,  the  like  remedy  that 
the  bankrupt  himself  had.  His  rights  to  personal  estate  are  their  rights^ 
and  the  damages  due  to  him  in  respect  of  his  personal  estate,  are  due  to 
them.  What,  then,  is  the  amount  of  damages  wiiich  the  bankrupt  would 
himself  have  recovered  ?  A  jury  might,  most  properly,  give  the  full 
amount  of  money  placed  in  the  defendant's  hands,  and  misapplied ;  and 
the  jury  in  this  case  did  give  that  amount  contingently,  provided  they 
were  warranted  by  law  in  giving  the  damages  sustained  by  the  bankrupts  : 
and  we  think  they  were  warranted.  When  the  defendants  refused  to 
perform  their  contract,  they  ought  to  have  returned  the  money  to  the 
bankrupts;  and  if  they  did  not,  the  bankrupts  might  have  treated  it 
as  money  had  and  received  to  their  use,  and  recovered  the  amount 
^8901  ^  indebitattu  ^auumfnt^  if  the  defendants  had  not  been  iheilr 
^  creditors;  and  the  circumstance  of  their  being  so  to  an  equal 
Amount,  is  only  material,  as  it  would  have  given  them  a  defence,  in 
that  form  of  action  under  the  statutes  of  set-oiF,  which  were  enacted 
for  preventing  the  necessity  of  cross-actions.  But  it  would  have  given 
a  defence,  in  consequence  of  the  form  of  action  only — ^not  on  the  merits; 
and  the  form  of  action  being  changed  into  one  of  special  assumpsit, 
there  would  be  no  defence  at  all.  This  is  laid  down  in  Thorpe  v. 
Thorpe,  8  B.  &  Ad.  580,  and  in  Golson  v.  Welch,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  G.  879, 
which  was  confirmed  by  the  court  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  The 
bankrupts  would  clearly  have  recovered  the  full  amount  against  a  wrong- 
doer not  a  creditor.  Why  should  a  wrong-doer  be  in  a  better  position, 
when  the  law  gives  him  no  right  of  set-off  under  the  statutes  of  set-off, 
or  the  mutual-credit  clause  in  the  bankrupt  act  ?"  [Grbsswsll,  J.  This 
looks  like  an  action  for  unliquidated  damages.]  It  may  be  said,  on  the 
other  side,  that  the  declaration  does  not  sufficiently  allege  special  damage. 
If  special  damage,  however,  be  necessary,  it  is  submitted  that  it  b  suffi* 
ciently  averred. 

Bramwelly  contrL(i)    If  the  meaning  of  this  declaration  is,  that  the 
bankrupt  paid  the  1751.  2s.  8^.  into  the  bank,  upon  an  understanding 

(o)  Sinee  decided — Beckham  v.  Drake,  2  Honee  of  Lords  Caiei,  579. 

(ft)  The  points  marked  for  argnmont  on  the  part  of  the  defendaote,  were, — "That  the  declara- 
tion it,  In  efRMt»  for  money  had  and  reoelTed  to  the  nee  of  the  bankropt,  and  ao  the  debt  due  from 
the  bankmpt  to  the  company  oan^  made  the  aabjeot  of  aet-offi  under  the  etatatea  of  aet-off  and 
bankruptoj :  and  that  Uie  declaration  alleges  no  special  damage,  but  only  the  reoeipt  of  the 
monej,  which  is  a  debt  dae  from  the  company  to  the  bankrupt^  and  against  which  the  company 
can  set  off  their  claim." 
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that  tlie  specific  moneys  should  be  transmitted  to  their  agents  in  Londoh 
'^to  meet  the  bill  in  qnestton,  there  might  be  some  difficulty  in  ^^r^Q^ 
saying  that  the  plea  was  a  good  one :  but,  if  the  meanmg  is,  that  ^ 
the  money  was  paid  in  to  his  account  with  the  bank,  that  gave  him  a  claim 
against  the  bank  as  for  so  much  money  lent ;  and  though  the  bankrupt 
might  have  a  right  of  action  against  ^e  company  for  not  appropriating 
the  amount  according  to  the  terms  of  their  contract,  it  would  not  be  a 
claim  entirely  for  unliquidated  damages,  and  therefore  it  may  be  met  by 
a  set-off.  [Mauls,  J.  The  money  was  deposited  with  the  defendants 
for  the  specific  purpose  of  applying  it  to  the  payment  of  the  bankrupt's 
acceptance ;  and  they  failed  to  do  so*  Does  not  that  give  rise  to  a  claim 
for  unliquidated  damages  ?]  •  The  declaration  does  not  state  that  the 
money  was  paid  to,  and  accepted  by,  the  defendants,  as  a  consideration 
for  their  undertaking  to  pay  tiie  bill.  The  question  turns  upon  the  50th 
section  of  the  6  6.  4,  c.  116,  which  enacts,  ^^  that,  where  there  has  been 
mutual  credit  given  by  the  bankrupt  and  any  other  person,  or  where  there 
are  mutual  debts  between  the  bankrupt  and  any  other  person,  the  com- 
missioners shall  state  the  account  between  them,  and  one  debt  or  demand 
may  be  set  against  another,  notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy 
committed  by  such  bankrupt  before  the  credit  given  to  or  the  debt  con- 
tracted  by  him,  and  what  shall  appear  due  on  either  side  on  the  balance 
of  such  account,  and  no  more,  shall  be  claimed  or  paid  on  either  side 
respectively ;  and  every  debt  or  demand  hereby  made  provable  against 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  may  also  be  set  off  in  manner  aforesaid  against 
such  estate:  provided  that  the  person  claiming  the  benefit  of  such  set-off, 
had  not,  when  such  credit  was  given,  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by 
such  bankrupt  committed."  Claims  for  money  compensation  may  be  liqui- 
dated, or  unliquidated,  and  yet  ^susceptible  of  ascertainment;  r^coqo 
or  they  may  be  really  linliquidated,  and  not  matter  of  calculation  ^ 
at  all.  The  intention  of  the  60th  section  clearly  was,  that  the  two 
former  classes  should  be  the  subject  of  set-off.  Supposing  the  position 
of  these  parties  was  reversed,  would  this  demand  have  been  provable  ? 
The  certificate  of  the  defendants  could  not  have  been  defeated  by  chang- 
ing the  form  of  action.  [Maulb,  J.  The  certificate  may  always  be 
defeated,  where  the  plaintiff  has  his  election  between  trover  and  money 
had  and  received.  Crbsbwbll,  J.  If  the  company  had  neglected  to 
pay  the  bill,  but  had  returned  the  money,  could  the  bankrupts  have  sued 
them  for  not  paying  the  bill.]  It  is  submitted  that  they  coidd.  [Grbbs- 
WBLli,  J.  Would  the  demand  in  that  action  be  provable  against  their 
estate,  in  the  case  above  supposed  ?]  Probably  not.  [Grbsswbll,  J. 
Then  that  shows  that  the  whole  complaint  in  this  action  would  not  have 
been  provable.]  If  this  is  in  substance  an  action  to  recover  back  the 
money,  it  is  in  truth  an  action  for  moneys  numbered.  In  Groom  v.  West, 
8  Ad.  k  E.  758, 1  P.  &  D.  19,  a  declaration  by  assignees  of  B.,  a  bank- 
rupt, stated  that  the  defendant^  in  consideration  that  B.  would  seU  and 
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deliTer  to  him  utgus^  the  rate  and  price  of,  fcc.,  agreed  to  pay  him  fiur 
the  Bame,  prompt  two  months,  or  an  acoeptanoe  at  seventy  days,  if 
I'eqaired;  that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  and  received  by  the  deCmd- 
ant  before  the  bankruptcy,  on  the  terms  aforesaid,  but  that  he  did  not, 
though  required  before  the  bankmptcy,  pay,  then  or  since,  by  an  aeoept- 
ance,  nor  did  he  otherwise  pay ;  whereby  R.,  before  his  bankmptcy,  loat 
the  use  and  benefit  of  such  acceptance,  and  the  benefit  which  wonld  have 
accrued  to  him  from  having  it  disoonnted,  and  raiung  mcmey  on  it  for  Ins 

^r^Qcri  ^^^f^  ^1^  ^  ^^®  ^^7  ^^  ^  trade,  and  was  pnt  to  *lo68  and  incon- 
-'  venience  by  not  having  each  acceptance  to  negotiate,  and  his 
estate  applicable  to  the  payment  of  hie  juet  cfettt,  tMw,  bgreaeenjif  the 
non-pajfTnent  for  the  goods  in  manner  aforesaid^  diminished  tn  vahte,  to  the 
damage  of  the  assignees  and  creditors :  to  this  there  was  a  plea  Df  set- 
off for  a  debt  due  from  R.  before  the  bankmptcy ;  to  which  the  plaintiff 
demurred :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  concluding  averments  of  the  deda- 
ration  did  not  show  a  special  damage  to  the  plaintiffs,  but  only  a  common 
pecuniary  loss;  that  the  case  appearing  on  the  declaration  was  one  of 
mutual  credit  within  the  statute  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  s.  50;  and  that  a  set-off 
might  be  pleaded. 

Maulb,  J.  If  the  company  have  for  a  valuable  consideration  under- 
taken to  perform  a  certain  duty,  and  have  neglected  to  perform  it,  they 
are  clearly  liable  in  damages,  nominal  or  otherwise, — ^if  any  injury  has 
resulted  to  the  bankrapts  from  their  breach  of  duty.  In  some  respects 
the  case  resembles  Marzetti  v.  Williams,  1  B.  ft  Ad.  415.  In  Drake  v. 
Beckham,  11  M.  &  W.  815,  where  A.  agreed  in  writing  with  B.  k  0.,  on 
behalf  of  themselves  and  D.,  as  partners  in  trade,  to  serve  them,  B.  and 
C,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  for  seven  years,  as  their  foreman,  and  not 
to  engage  in  trade  on  his  own  account,  during  that  period,  without  Aeir 
consent ;  and  B.  &  C.  agreed  to  pay  him  wages  Ifiber  the  rate  of  ZL  9s. 
per  week,  so  long  as  he  should  serve  them  faithfully, — ^it  was  held  by  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,(a)  that 
the  right  of  action  for  a  breach  of  this  agreement,  by  dismissid  of  A. 
from  the  service,  without  reasonable  cause,  passed  to  the  assignees  of  A. 
on  his  bankmptcy,  as  being  part  of  hb  personal  estate,  whereof  a  profit 
*AQj.i  ^^S^^  ^  made.  '''And  it  was  ultimately  held  by  the  House  of 
-I  Lords,(a)  that  the  right  of  action  did  so  pass,— on  Ae  ground 
that  the  contract  contained  a  clause  imposing  a  penalty  for  the  breach 
thereof.  Here,  or  in  Mareetti  v.  Williams,  you  could  not  say  that  the 
damages,  great  or  small,  would  be  a  demand  provable  under  a  fiat.  Hill 
V.  Smith  is  certainly  very  much  in  point.  The  case  really  sounds  in 
damages.  The  plea  is  bad,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  consequently  entitled 
to  judgment. 

Obbsswbll,  J.,  and  V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

(«)  Beekham  «.  DnlWi  •  M.  a  W.  79. 
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DOE  d.  ROGERS  v-  0.  PRICE  and  W,  PRICE.    Nov.  80. 

A  leaM  was  granted  of  »  hrm  and  tenemeniy  and  tlie  qnanriM  of  iMkrlng  and  tile-atone  in  and 
npop.  the  premiMi^  with  liberty  and  power  to  open  and  work  the  qnarrioB,  rabjeet  to  an  annual 
rent  for  the  premiaee^  excepting  the  quafriee,  and  to  the  payment  of  a  royalty  for  the  stone  ob- 
tained. Out  of  UuB  demiee  were  reeerred  and  ezoepted  "  all  timber-trees,  trees  likely  to  beoome 
tioiber,  saplings^  and  aU  other  wood  and  nnderwood,  which  then  were,  or  which  should  at  any 
time  thereafter  be,  staadini^  growini^  and  being  on  the  premises,  and  all  mines,  minerals,  Ac, 
which  should  thereafter  be  opened  and  found."  And  the  lease  oontained  a  covenant  ''not  to. 
eommit  any  waste,  spoil,  or  destmetion,  by  entting  down,  lopping,  or  topping  any  timber-treei^ 
or  trees  likely  to  beoome  timber,  saplings,  or  any  other  wood  or  underwood ;"  and  a  power  of 
recently,,  foe  non-payment  of  rmkt,  or  if  the  lessee,  At.,  should  commit  any  waste,  spoil,  or 
destmetion  by  any  of  the  means  or  ways  aforesaid,  and  should  not  perform  and  keep  all  and. 
singular  the  eoTonants,  Ae.,  contained  in  the  lease. 

The  assignee  of  the  term  ha>Ting  out  down  and  grubbed  up  certain  saplings^  wood  and  underwood, 
/or  tk9  iiec0Nar|f  purpoM  (^working  a  quarrg  oa  the  demimd  prtndse*  .*— 

Held,  that  the  effect  of  the  covenant  was,  that  the  tenant  should  not  so  cut  any  of  the  trees 
excepted,  aa  that  sueh  entting  should  amount  to  an  ezoese  of  the  right  which  it  was  intended 
that  he  sliould  ezentiso}  and  therefore  that  eutUng  trees  in  a  manner  necessary  to  a  reasonable 
exercise  o(  the  power  to  get  the  stone,  was  no  breach  of  the  coTenant 

This  wa0  iui,actiQn  of  c^jectment,  brought  by  tbe  plaintiff  as  assignee 
of  the  revtrsion^  to  recover  possesion  of  a  farm  and  premises  called 
Graig  Galva,  '*'in  the  county  of  Glamorgan.  The  defendants  were  p^^Q^ 
assignees  of  an  unexpired  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  granted  by  ^ 
'Gvan  Jones  to.  one  Thomas  Thomas,  by  an  indenture  of  lease  bearing 
dftte  the  29th  of  July,  1835. 

By  that  indenture^  the  lessor:  demised  to  the  lessee  the  farm  and  teno- 
m^t  called  Graig  Galva,  and  the  quarries  of  paving  and  tile-stone  in  and 
uffm  the  premises,  with  liberty,  and  power  to.  open  and  work  the  quarries, 
smbjeot.  to  an  annual  rent  for  the  premises,  excepting  the  quarries,  of  162. 
a.. year,  and  to.  the  payment  of  242.  for  every  yard  of  pavmg-stone 
obtained,  and  of  8#.  for.  every  thousand  of  tile-stones,'^payable  on  the  2d 
of.  August  in  every  year. 

Out  of  this  demise,  there  was,  .by  the  deed,  a  reservation  and  exception 
of  all  timber-trees,  treeft:likely  to  become  timber,  saplings,  and  all  other 
wood  and  underwood  wluch  then  were,  or  which  should  at  any  time 
therei^r  be,  standing,  growing,  and  being  on  the  premises,  and  aU 
mines,  min^ralsy  luid  fossils  whatsoever,  which  should  thereafter  be  opened 
and  found.  And  in  the  lease  was  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  leasee,  not  to  commit  any  waste,  spoil,  or  destruction,  by  cutting 
d«wu,  lopping,  or  tof^ing  any  timber-trees,  or  trees  likely  to  become 
timber,  siblings,  or  any  other  wood  or  underwood ;  and  then  followed  a 
proviso  giving  a. power  of  re-entry,  if  the  rent  should  be  in  arrear  as 
theran  mentioned,,  or  if  the  lessee  should  commit  any  waste,  spoil,  or 
destruction,  by  any  of  the  means  or  ways  aforesaid,  and  should  not  per- 
form and  keep  all  and  singular  the  covenants,  provisoes,  and  agreements 
contained  in  the  lease. 

The  ca^Dse  was  tried  before  Wightman,  J.,  at  tl»  Glamorgan  summer 
assises,  1848. 


995  DOE  d.  BOOIffiS  v.  PBIOE.   M.  Y.  1849. 


On  the  part  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  insisted  that  the  de- 
fendants had  incurred  a  forfeiture,  by  cutting  down  and  grubbing  up 
certain  saplings,  wood,  and  underwood,  contrary  to  the  covenant. 
^  *It  was  conceded  that  the  acts  complained  of  had  been  done  for  the 

J  purpose  of  working  a  quarry  on  the  demised  premises.  And  it  was 
submitted,  on  the  part  of  defendants,  that,  if  this  amounted  to  a  breach  of 
covenant,  the  lease  would  be  insensible,  for  the  demise  of  the  quarries 
would  then  be  futile ;  and  that  all  that  the  covenant  in  question  was 
intended  to  provide  against,  was,  taHfid  waste* 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff;  leave  being  reserved  to  the 
defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them,  if  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  there  had  been  no  breach  of  covenant. 

John  HvanSy  in  Michaelmas  term,  1848,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule 
nisi.  He  referred  to  Fomfret  v.  Bicroft,  1  Wms.  Saund.  821,  and  the 
authorities  cited  in  the  notes  there ;  and  also  to  Goodright  d.  Peters  v. 
Vivian,  8  East,  190,  where  it  was  held,  that,  if  trees  be  excepted  out  of 
a  demise,  waste  cannot  be  committed  by  cutting  them  down ;  and  there- 
fore ejectment  cannot  be  brought  as  for  waste  committed  in  or  upon  the 
demised  premises. 

W.  S.  Watson  and  ChrovBy  in  the  last  term,  showed  cause.  There  is 
no  such  implied  exception  as  is  suggested  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
viz.  that  the  lessee  may  cut  down  trees,  underwood,  and  saplings,  f<Nr 
the  purpose  of  working  the  quarries.  The  word  ^^  waste"  is  not  used 
in  its  strictest  sense :  the  meaning  of  ihe  covenant  is  that  the  lessee 
shall  not  cut  the  excepted  trees,  &c.  The  wood,  underwood,  and  sap- 
lings, and  so  much  of  the  land  as  is  necessary  for  their  support  and 
nutrition,  are  excepted  out  of  the  demise.  Goodtitle  d.  Peters  v.  Vivian 
has  no  application.    [Maulb,  J. — The  only  distinction  I  can  see  between 
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'*'that  case  and  the  present,  is,  that  there  the  trees  were  not  gru^ 


bed  up."]  In  Legh  t^.  Heald,  1  B.  &  Ad.  622,  it  was  held,  that, 
by  a  lease  of  a  tenement,  described  as  containing  nineteen  acres,  save 
and  except  all  timber-trees,  wood,  underwoods,  &c.,  six  acres  of  the  soil, 
which  at  the  time  of  the  lease  were  covered  with  growing  wood,  were  not 
excepted,  but  passed  to  tho  lessee.  Lord  Tbntbbdbn  said :  ^^  In  the 
lease  there  was  an  exception  of  wood  and  underwoods ;  and  it  is  said, 
that,  by  that  exception,  the  soil  on  which  the  wood  was  growing,  was 
excepted,  and,  consequently,  that  it  was  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he 
therefore  was  entitled  to  maintain  trespass  for  any  injury  done  to  the 
surface ;  and  Whilster  v.  Faslow,  Cro.  Jac.  487,  was  cited  in  support  of 
that  position.  That  was  a  lease  of  the  site  and  demesne  of  a  manor, 
'  exceptis  et  semper  reaervoHs  omnibus  boseisj  suiboseisj'  Jco. ;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  soil  itself  was  excepted,  though  it  was  said,  that,  by  an 
exception  of  timber-trees,  no  soil  is  excepted  but  that  in  which  they 
{^ow.  The  distinction  is  somewhat  nice."  Parks,  J.,  said:  ^^The 
general  proposition  is,  that,  if  there  be  a  grant  of  a  manor,  with  an 
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exception  of  woodfl,  the  soil  itself  on  which  the  wood  grows,  is  excepted ; 
bat  a  distinction  is  taken  between  an  exception  of  wood  and  underwood^ 
and  an  exception  of  all  timber-tree^ ;  for,  in  the  first,  the  soil  itself  oii 
which  the  wood  and  underwood  grow,  is  excepted ;  but,  in  the  latter  case, 
no  soil  is  excepted,  but  only  nutriment  out  of  the  land  sufficient  for  vege- 
tation and  growing  of  the  trees  excepted :  Whilster  v.  Faslow/'  And 
Taunton,  J.,  added :  ^^  It  is  clear,  in  point  of  law,  that,  under  the  term 
wood,  used  in  a  grant  as  synonymous  with  the  latin  word  ho9e%ay  the  trees 
and  soil  on  which  they  grow  will  pass ;  and  the  word  wood,  or  ho9c%i%^ 
diere  denotes  land  covered  '''with  wood:  Co.  Litt.  4  b;  Whilster  r^ogo 
i\  Paslow.  In  Liford's  case,  11  Co.  Rep.  49  b,  ^a  difference  was  ^ 
taken  between  a  wood,  which  may  be  demanded  in  a  praecipe  by  the  name 
of  so  many  acres  of  wood,  and  trees  growing  out  of  any  wood,  which 
cannot  be  demanded  in  a  precipe  by  any  name  but  by  the  name  of  land 
and  pasture,  &c.,  where  they  grow;  for,  if  such  a  wood,  whereof  a  prae- 
cipe lies,  is  parcel  of  my  manor  of  0.,  and  I  lease  my  manor,  excepting 
woods,  diereby  the  soil  itself  is  excepted ;  and,  in  a  praecipe  brought  of 
the  manor,  an  exception  ought  to  be  of  ^  many  acres  of  wood;  but,  in 
such  case,  if  I  except  all  my  trees  which  grow  out  of  any  wood  but  upon 
land  and  pasture,  Uiere,  by  the  exception  of  the  trees,  the  soil  itself  is 
not  excepted,  but  sufficient  nutriment  out  of  the  land  is  reserved  to  sus- 
tain the  vegetative  life  of  the  trees,  for,  without  that,  the  trees  which  are 
excepted,  cannot  subsist.'  The  doctrine  there  laid  down,  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  Fincomb  v,  Thomas,  Cro.  Jac.  £24 :  there,  one  let  a  tene- 
ment, a  close  whereof  was  a  wood,  and  commonly  known  by  the  name 
of  a  wood ;  and  in  the  lease  was  an  exception  of  all  saleable  woods  now 
growing,  or  which  shall  grow  hereafter,  which  have  been  sold  by  the  lord 
of  the  premises,  with  free  entry  y  egreeej  and  regreee^  for  felling  ^  marking^ 
and  carrying  off  the  same^  at  all  convenient  times ;  and  the  question  was, 
whether  the  soil  of  the  wood  passed  to  the  lessee :  it  was  holden  that  the 
soil  did  not  pass,  but  the  timber  only.  That  clearly  was,  because  the 
right  of  entry  would  not  have  been  needed  if  the  whole  soil  had  been 
reserved.  That  case  turned,  therefore,  upon  the  particular  language  of 
the  gift.  HerC)  the  language  of  the  exception  is,  'all  timber-trees  and 
other  trees,  and  wood  and  underwoods,'  not  woods.  The  word  woodj  as 
here  used,  is  not  synonymous  with  the  latin  word  *hoscus;  it  im-  r 4:099 
ports  only  the  timber  or  material  itself,  and,  consequently,  does 
not  include  the  soil."  The  trees  gone,  the  soil  belongs  to  the  lessee :  if 
so,  by  grubbing  them,  he  is  guilty  of  waste ;  for,  he  changes  the  nature 
of  the  land.  In  Phillipps  v.  Smith,  14  M.  k  W.  589,  Aldbbson,  B., 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  says :  '^  The  principle  upon  which 
waste  depends,  is  well  stated  in  the  case  of  Lord  Darcy  v.  Askwith, 
Hobart,  234,  thus, — '  It  is  generally  true  that  the  lessee  hath  no  power 
to  change  the  nature  of  the  thing  demised ;  he  cannot  turn  meadoi^  into 
arable,  nor  stub  a  wood  to  make  it  pasture,  nor  dry  up  an  ancient  pool 
VOL.  vni.— 70     '  8  A 
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or  jkaarjj  nor  saSsr  groand  to  be  smrroiinded,  lunr  destroy  tiie  pak  of 
perk,  for  then  it  eeaeeth  to  be  a  park ;  nor  he  may  not  destroy  the  stock 
or  breed  of  anything,  beeaose  it  disinherits  and  takes  airay  the  perpe- 
toi^  of  succession,  as,  rilleins,  fish,  deer,  yoong  spring  of  iroodsi  or  the 
like.'  Thus,  the  destruction  of  germens,  or  yoong  plants  destined  to 
become  trees  (Co.  Litt  43),  which  destroys  the  fatnre  timber,  is  waste ; 
the  catting  of  apple-trees  in  a  garden  or  orchard,  or  the  catting  down  a 
hedge  of  thorns  (Co.  Litt.  58  a),  which  changes  the  nature  of  the  thing 
demised ;  or  the  eradicatmg,  or  the  anseasonable  catting,  of  white-thorns 
(Yiner's .  Abr.  Wa$te  (E.) ),  which  destroys  ^e  fatare  growth,  are  all 
acts  ot  waste."  In  Co.  Litt.  54  b,  it  is  said :  **  A  man  hath  land  in 
whkdi  there  is  a  mine  of  coals,  or  of  the  like,  and  maketh  a  lease  of  the 
land  (without  mentioning  any  mines)  for  life  or  for  years ;  the  IcSBsee,  for 
such  mines  as  were  open  at  the  time  of  the  lease  made,  may  dig  and  take 
the  profits  thereof ;  but  he  cannot  dig  for  any  new  mine  that  was  not  open 
at  the  time  of  the  lease  made,  for  that  should  be  adjudged  waste.  And, 
*d001  ^  ^^^®  ^  ^P^  mineS)  and  the  owner  make  a  lease  of  *the  land, 
-^  with  the  Qiines  therein,  this  shall  extend  to  the  open  mines  only, 
and  not  to  any  hidden  mine :  but,  if  there  be  no  open  mine,  and  the 
lease  is  made  of  the  land,  together  with  all  mines  therein,  there  the 
lessee  may  dig  for  mines,  and  enjoy  the  benefit  thereof,  otherwise  those 
words  should  be  void."  It  is  said,  on  the  other  side,  that  there  is  an 
implied  exception  in  the  coyenant  not  to  commit  waste,  viz.  except  it  be 
done  for  the  purpose  of  working  the  quarries.  No  such  exception,  how- 
CTcr,  can  be  imported  into  this  lease.  The  denuse  is,  not  of  a  quarry 
simply,  but  of  a  messuage  or  tenement,  together  with  the  quarries. 

Assuming,  then,  that  there  has  been  a  breach  of  covenant,  the  only 
remaining  question  is,  whether  the  covenant  is  annexed  to  the  reversion, 
under  the  statute  82  H.  8,  c.  84,  so  as  to  entitle  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  maintain  ejectment.  The  authorities  show  that  it  is :  Spencer's 
case,  5  Co.  Bep.  16  b  (2d  resolution),  1  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  22 ; 
Mayor  of  Congleton  v.  Fatdson,  10  East,  180 ;  Kingdom  v.  Nottle,  1 M. 
k  Selw.  855 ;  Jones  v.  King,  4  M.  &  Selw.  188 ;  Vernon  v.  Smith,  5  B. 
&  Aid.  1 ;  Vyvyan  i^.  Arthur,  1  B.  &  C.  410,  2  D.  &;  R.  670 ;  Sampson 
V,  Easterby,  9  B.  &  0.  605,  4  M.  &  B.  422 ;  (a)  Easterby  v.  Sampson,  6 
Bing.  644,  4  M.  &  P.  601 ;  Raymond  v.  Fitch,  2  C.  M.  &;  R.  588,  5 
Tyrwh.  985 ;  Hemingway  v.  Femandes,  18  Simons,  228. 

John  Uvans^  and  fl^ay,  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  clearly  was  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  this  demise,  that  tiie  lessee  should  do  that 
which  has  been  done  here.  It  was  not  possible  that  he  could  eujoy  the 
*9011  ^^j^^^>3^^^'  of  ^^^  lease,  viz.  the  quarries,  without  grubbing  '^'np 
-^  a  portion  ef  the  underwood.  In  Doe  d.  Jones  f>.  Crouch,  2  Campb. 
449,  it  was  held  that  a  covenant  in  a  lease,  to  deliver  up  at  the  end  of 
the  term  all  the  trees  standing  in  an  orchard  at  the  time  of  the  denuse, 

<•)  And  M«  4  lean.  426  («),  419(e);  5BL  AR.200;  2K.aM.46;  5  Man.  Or.  A  S.  464. 
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*^  re€Uim<Ale  u»e  and  tpear  only  exeeptedy'  is  not  broken  by  removing 
^rees  decayed  and  past  bearing,  from  a  part  of  the  orchard  which  wis 
too  crowded.  One  of  the  main  objects  of  the  demise,  was,  to  enable  the 
lessee  to  get  at  the  stone.  Where  a  man  grants  a  thing,  he  impliedly 
grants  everything  that  is  necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  thmg  granted. 
The  covenant  not  to  commit  waste  ^^by  cutting  down,  lopping,  ta  topping 
any  timber-trees,  or  trees  likely  to  become  timber,  sapUngs,  or  any  other 
wood  or  underwood,"  is  not  inconsistent  with,  nor  does  it  necessarily 
limit,  the  privilege  conferred  by  the  grant.  That  covenant  would  be  left 
to  its  full  operation  upon  all  the  rest  of  the  farm.  The  whole  deed  must 
foe  read  together,  and  a  reasonable  interpretation  givien  to  every  pi^t 
of  it. 

GooA-ight  d.  Peters  v.  Vivian  is  a  distinct  authority  upon  the  other 
point.  Our.  adv.  wiU. 

Wilde,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  sought  to  recover  possession  of 
certain  premises  in  the  county  of  Glamorgan,  under  a  power  of  re-entry 
contained  in  a  lease  of  the  premises  in  question ;  the  lessor  being  seised 
of  the  reversion  of  the  premises,  and  the  defendant  being  the  assignee 
of  an  unexpired  tenn  of  nmety-nine  years,  granted  by  Evan  Jones  to 
Thomas  Thomas. 

The  lessor  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  enforce  the  right  of  re-entry,  upon 
the  ground  of  forfeiture,  by  reason  *of  a  breach  of  one  of  the  p^q^o 
covenants  contained  in  the  lease.    *  ^ 

The  lease  was  dated  the  29th  of  July,  1885 :  and  the  lessor  thereby 
demised  a  certain  farm  and  tenement  called  Graig  Cklva,  and  the  quar- 
ries of  paving  and  tilestone  in  and  upon  the  premises,  with  liberty  and 
power  to  open  and  work  the  quarries,  subject  to  an  annual  rent  for  the 
premises,  excepting  the  quarries,  of  161.  a  year,  and  to  the  payment  of 
id.  for  every  yard  of  paving-stone  obtained,  and  of  8«.  for  every  thou- 
sand of  tile-stones;  both  reservations  being  payafoto  on  the  2d. of  August 
in  every  year.  And  by  the  lease  there  was  reiserved  and  excepted  out 
of  the  demise,,  all  timber-trees,  trees  likely  to  become  timber,  saplings, 
.  and  all  other  wood  and  underwood,  which  then  were,  or  which  should  at 
any  time  thereafter  be,  standing,  growing,  and  being  on  the  premises, 
'  and  all  mines,  minerals,  and  fosdls  whatsoever  which  should  lliereafter 
be  opened  and  found:  and  the  lease  contained  a  covenant  not  to  commit 
any  waste,  spoil,  or  destruction,  by  cutting  down,  lopping,  or  topping 
any  timber-trees,  or  trees  likely  to  become  timber,  saplings,  or  any  other 
wood  or  underwood;  and  then  followed  a  proviso,  giving  a  power  of 
re-entry,  if  the  rent  should  be  in  arrear  as  therein  mentioned,  or  if  the 
lessee  should  commit  any  waste,  spoil,  or  destruction,  by  any  of  the 
means  or  ways  aforesaid,  or  should  not  perform  and  keep  all  and  singular 
the  covenants,  provisoesy  and  agreements  contained  in  the  lease.    The 
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habendum  iras,  of  the  lands,  and  also  the  quarries  of  pavbg  and  tOe- 
stones,  for  ninety-nine  years. 

The  lessor  insisted  that  a  forfntnre  had  been  incnrred,  by  the  cnttini; 
down  of  certain  saplings,  wood,  and  underwood,  contrary  to  the  cove-^ 
nant :  and  it  was  admitted  between  the  parties,  that  the  acts  complained 

*Q(Wi  ^^  ^*^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  necessary  purpose  of  working  *a  qoany 
J  on  the  demised  premises :  and  although  various  other  questions 
were  raised  and  argued  between  the  parties,  the  great  and  material  point 
in  contest  was,  whether  the  cutting  down,  for  the  purpose  of  working 
the  quarries, — ^which  was  admitted  to  have  taken  place  in  this  case, — 
was  a  breach  of  the  covenant ;  and  it  will  not  be  necessary,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  deciding  the  case,  to  consider  any  other  question. 

That  question  depends  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  covtnant  of 
which  the  lessor  contends  a  breach  has  been  committed :  and,  in  consi- 
dering the  true  construction,  the  first  point  to  be  ascertained,  is,  the 
object  and  intention  of  the  parties,  as  it  is  to  be  collected  from  the  entire 
deed ;  and  then  to  consider  if  the  covenant  can  be  construed  to  hare 
such  a  meaning  as  will,  regard  being  had  to  all  the  words  of  it,  effectuate 
the  intention  of  the  parties. 

The  words  of  the  covenant  in  question  are  peculiar,  and  therefore  may 
probably  have  been  used  for  a  purpose  applicable  to  the  special  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  The  covenant  is  not  to  be  construed  as  if  it  were 
simply  that  the  lessee  should  not  commit  waste ;  for  then  it  would  not 
include  the  trees  excepted,  and  would  apply  to  cases  in  which  there  would 
be  a  remedy  without  the  covenant :  nor  is  it  to  be  construed  as  a  general 
unqualified  covenant  not  to  cut  down  the  trees  excepted, — ^which  would 
apply  to  all  trees  excepted,  though  absolutely  necessary  to  be  cut  down, 
to  enable  the  lessee  to  get  any  stone,  and  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
power  to  get  stone :  nor  is  it  to  be  construed  as  a  covenant  not  to  cut 
trees  excepted,  so  as  to  amount  to  waste,  in  the  strict  technical  sense  of 
that  word.  The  first  and  second  of  these  constructions  would  be  con- 
trary to  the  manifest  intent  of  the  parties ;  and  each  of  them  would 
apply  to  part  of  the  words  of  the  covenant  only,  '^'requiring  the 
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rejection  of  other  words  of  equal  importance:   and  the  third 


would  make  it  wholly  inoperative. 

It  being  clear  that  none  of  these  constructions  can  prevail,  some  other 
is  to  be  sought :  and  it  seems  to  us  that  the  right  construction  of  the  two 
parts  of  {he  covenant  not  to  commit  waste  by  cutting  trees,  &c.,  is  to  be 
attained  by  allowing  the  first  part  of  it  to  restrain  the  second,  and  the 
second  to  expound  the  first :  so  that  its  effect  shall  be,  that  the  tenant 
shall  not  so  cut  any  of  the  trees  excepted,  as  that  such  cutting  shall 
amount  to  an  excess  of  the  rights  which  it  was  intended  the  tenant  should 
exercise.  Such  ah  excess,  by  cutting  trees  demised,  is  waste  in  its  strict 
sense ;  and,  where  it  is  committed  on  trees  excepted,  we  think  it  is  suffi* 
dently  analogous  to  waste,  to  bring  it  within  the  meaning  of  that  word 
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as  uBed  in  this  oovenant, — ^in  which  the  word  waste  cannot  be  strictly 
eonstmed. 

This  constniction  of  the  coyenant  will  account  for  the  peculiar  lan- 
guage in  which  it  is  expressed,  will  give  a  reasonable  sense  to  all  the 
words  of  the  covenant,  and  will  prevent  any  inconsistency  or  discrepancy 
between  different  parts  of  the  lease. 

It  follows,  that  cutting  trees  in  a  manner  necessary  to  a  reasonable 
exercise  of  the  power  to  get  stone,  is  no  breach  of  the  covenant ;  and 
therefore  a  nonsuit  must  be  entered.  Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


^VINCENT  V.  The  Bishop  of  SODOB  and  MAN  and  Others.  r4cQAr 

Nov.  12.  L  ^^^ 

Certain  esUies  ware  lettled  bj  deed,  to  the  use  of  snoh  penon  or  penons,  in  snoh  parts,  shares 
Sn.,  as  8.  8.  should  hy  deed,  aa  therein  mentioned,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  or  any  writing  purporting  to  be,  or  in  the  nature  of,  her  last  wiU  and  testament, "  to  be 
by  her  tign€d  and  pMUked  in  the  presence  oi,  and  attested  by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses, 
direct  or  appoint** 

8.  8.  made  a  will,  which  was  signed  and  sealed  by  her  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  to  whom 
she  at  the  time  declared  it  to  be  her  last  will  and  testament  The  attestation  clause  was  thus : 
— **  iigngd  and  MoUd  in  the  presenoe  of  A.  B.,  0.  D. :" — 

Held,  that  this  waa  a  snfflcient "  publication,'*  and  conse<]uent)y  that  the  power  had  been  well 
executed. 

Thb  following  case  was  sent  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wioram  for  the  opi- 
nion of  the  judges  of  this  court : — 

Prior  to,  and  in  contemplation  of,  the  marriage  then  intended,  and 
shortly  after  solemnized,  between  the  Rev.  John  Ireland,  clerk  (and 
afterwards  Dean  of  Westminster),  deceased,  and  Susanna  Short,  spinster, 
also  deceased,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release  and  settlement, — the 
release  and  settlement  bearing  date  the  28th  of  January,  1794, — a  cer- 
tain freehold  estate  held  for  certain  lives  still  in  existence,  and  limited  in 
its  creation  to  the  lessee,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  was 
conveyed  to  the  trustees  of  the  said  settlement,  their  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  to  certain  uses  in  favour  of  the  said  John  Ireland 
and  Susanna  Short,  and  their  issue,  which  have  since  failed ;  and,  after 
the  determination  thereof,  to  the  uses  following,  that  is  to  say,  to  the  use  of 
such  person  or  persons,  in  such  parts,  shares,  and  proportions,  manner 
and  form,  and  for  such  ends,  intents,  and  purposes,  and  under  and  sub- 
ject to  such  powers,  provisoes,  and  limitations,  as  the  said  Susanna  Short 
should,  at  any  time  or  times  during,  and  notwithstandbg  her  intended 
coverture,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  writing  or  writings,  with  or  without 
power  of  revocation,  to  be  by  her  sealed  and  *delivered  in  the  r^Q/^^ 
presence  of,  and  attested  by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  or  by  l- 
her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  any  writing  purporting  to  be,  or 
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in  tbe  nature  of^  ber  lart  nill  and  testament,  to  be  by  ber  sgned  «id 
publiBhed  in  tbe  presence  of,  and  attested  bj,  tbe  like  number  ci  vt- 
neMes, — and  wbieb  deed  er  deeds  and  will  sbe  was  tbereby  avtboriied 
to  make  and  execote,  notwitbstanding  ber  said  intended  ooTertnre — direct 
or  appoint ;  and  in  default  of^  and  snbject  to,  snob  direction  or  appoint- 
ment, to  tbe  use  of  the  said  Jobn  Ireland,  bis  executors,  adminbtrators, 
or  assigns,  for  tbeir  own  nse  and  benefit,  and  to  no  otber  nse  and  intent 
or  purpose  wbatsoever. 

Tbe  said  Susanna  Ireland,  formerly  Susanna  Sbort,  made  and  ezeented 
her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  appointment  in  writing  in 
nature  of  a  will,  dated  the  17th  of  February,  1826,  whereby  she  devised 
tho  estate  comprised  in  the  said  settlement,  after  the  death  of  ber  said 
husband,  to  certain  of  her  relations  in  her  said  will  named.  And  she 
appointed  her  executors,  and  concluded  her  .said  will  in  tbe  words  and 
figures  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say, — 

*'  I  appoint  for  executors  of  this  my  will,  the  Rev.  Thomas  Vowler 
Short,  tbe  Rev.  William  Short  (my  two  nephews),  and  Ralph  Barnes, 
Esq.,  attomey-at-law,  executor. 

"  Feb.  17th,  1826.  "  Susanna  Ibeland.  (l.  s.) 

'^  Signed  and  sealed  in  the  presence  of 
"  IIUMPHREY  Pritchbtt,  Apothecary,  18  Great  Queen  St.  Westminster. 
^^Mary  Fames,  housekeeper  to  Mrs.  Ireland." 

The  said  Susanna  departed  this  life  on  the  1st  of  November,  1826,  and 
in  the  lifetime  of  her  said  husband,  without  having  altered  or  revoked 
her  said  will, — which  has  been  duly  proved,  pursuant  to  an  order  of  Her 
♦Qn7l  ^^*J®^*y  ^^  Council,  made  on  the  4th  day  of  March,  *1847,  con- 
'-I  firming  a  report  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council, 
in  a  case  of  appeal  from  a  sentence  of  the  Prerogative  Court  of  the  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury. 

The  said  John  Ireland  has  also  departed  this  life. 

In  a  suit  which  is  depending  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  between  tbe 
executors  of  the  said  John  Ireland,  and  the  executors  of  the  said  Susanna 
Ireland,  and  other  persons  interested  in  their  respective  estates,  it  baa 
become  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  said  will  of  the  said  Susanna 
Ireland  is  a  valid  exercise  of  the  power  of  appointment  of  the  said  estate, 
which  was  so  given  or  limited  to  ber  by  the  said  release  and  settlemeaft 
of  the  28th  of  January,  1794,  as  aforesaid. 

Humphrey  Pritchett,  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  said  will  of 
the  said  Susanna,  departed  this  life  on  or  about  the  16tb  of  August,  1828, 
leaving  Mary  Eamcs,  the  other  attesting  witness  to  the  said  will,  bim 
surviving, — who  is  still  living.  ^ 

Certain  witnesses  were  examined  in  the  said  appeal,  and  tbrir  testi- 
mony has  been  made  evidence  in  this  cause ;  and,  by  the  testimcmy  of 
two  of  suob  witnesses,  the  handwriting  of  the  said  Humphrey  Pkitebett 
was  proved. 
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The  said  Mary  Eames,  one  of  such  witnesaes,  deposed  as  follows  i^— 
*^  Third.  To  the  third  article. — I  lived  as  housekeeper  with  Mrs.  Ire- 
land, the  deceased  in  this  cause,  from  the  19th  of  March,  1817,  until  her 
death,  on  the  9th  of  December,  1826.  During  that  period,  I  acted  as 
housekeeper  to  her  husband,  the  late  Dr.  Ireland,  and  herself;  and  I 
always  attended  upon  the  deceased,  and  was  her  confidential  servant. 
Between  Christmas,  1825,  and  the  17th  of  February,  1826,  the  deceased 
said  to  me  several  times,  that  she  should  make  her  will,  and  that  the 
dean  (meaning  her  husband.  Dr.  Ireland,  who  '''was  Dean  of  West-  r«QAQ 
minster)  wished  her  to  make  her  will.  The  said  deceased  ^ 
suffered  from  dropsy ;  and,  after  Christmas,  1825,  she  was  under  the 
impression  that  she  should  not  live  very  long.  Immediately  prior  to  the 
said  17th  of  February,  the  deceased  said  to  me,  'Eames,  I  shall  make 
my  will ;  but  I  cannot  write  it  all  at  once,' — from  which  I  infer  (though  I 
have  no  further  knowledge  of  the  fact)  that  she  was  occupied  more  than 
one  day  in  so  doing,  exclusive  of  the  said  17th  of  February.  At  about 
10  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  that  day,  I  went  to  the  deceased,  in  the 
drawing-room  of  the  deanery-house,  Westminster,  where  she  and  the  dean 
were  then  residing,  to  receive  orders  for  her  dinner:  and  she  then  said 
t6  me, — '  Eames,  I  have  a  right  to  make  my  will,  under  my  marriage- 
settlement  ;'  adding, — ^  Do  not  go  out  of  the  way  this  morning,  as  I  shall 
want  you  to  sign  it.'  At  about  between  12  and  1  o'clock  that  day,  Mr. 
Pritchett,  the  deceased's  medical  attendant  (and  who  was  in  attendance 
on  her  as  such  at  that  time),  called  on  the  deceased,  and  saw  her  in  the 
drawing-room.  I  thereupon  went  in  the  drawing-room  to  the  deceased 
and  Mr.  Pritchett.  The  deceased  had  told  me  in  the  morning  at  10 
o'clock,  that  she  should  want  me  to  sign  her  will  when  Mr.  Pritchett 
came ;  and  that  was  the  reason  why  I  then  went  up  to  the  drawing-rt^om. 
I  went  into  the  drawing-room  at  the  same  time  that  Mr.  Pritchett  did  so : 
and  the  deceased,  thereupon,  addressing  both  of  us,  said, — ^  I  wish  you 
to  sign  my  will,  as  I  have  the  power  of  making  my  will  under  my  mar- 
rilEige-settlement,'  or  words  to  that  effect.  Mr.  Pritchett  then  sat  down; 
and  I  stood  at  the  table.  The  deceased,  who  was  sitting  at  the  table, 
with  her  will  before  her,  then  finished  her  will,  by  writing  two  or  three 
lines  at  the  end  of  it.  I  think  she  must  have  written  as  much  as  two 
01!  three  lines ;  for,  it-  took  her  some  little  time  to  do  it.  As  soon  a« 
*the  deceased  had  finished  writing,  she  said  to  Mr.  Pritchett  and  r-^qr^q 
me, — '  Look,  and  see  me  sign  my  will.'  She  then  wrote  her  name  *- 
at  the  end  of  her  will.  She  then  put  her  finger  on  the  seal  on  the  will, 
and  said  to  us, — ^  This  is  my  last  will  and  testament.'  I  have  left  out 
one  word ;  for,  what  she  thus  said  to  us  was, — '  I  dechire  this  to  be  my 
laet  will  and  testament.'  The  deceased  then  asked  Mr.  Pritchett  to  sign 
her  will ;  and  he  did  so.  Then  she  asked  me  to  sign  her  will ;  and  I 
signed  it  after  Mr.  Pritchett :  and,  as  I  was  doing  so,  Mr.  Pritchett 
asked  me  to  name  that  I  was  Mrs.  Ireland's  housekeeper ;  and  I  did  so, 
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by  adding  the  words, — ^  Housekeeper  to  Mrs.  Ireland,' — to  my  signature 
on  the  will.  As  soon  as  this  was  done,  the  deceased  folded  up  the  will, 
and  enclosed  it  in  a  piece  of  writing  paper,  and  sealed  it  up,  and  wrote 
on  the  paper  thus  enclosing  it,  ^  My  will,'  and  placed  it  in  her  writing- 
desk  ;  saying  to  me,  as  she  did  so, — ^  When  I  am  dead,  Eames,  tell  the 
dean  where  to  find  my  will.'  Mr.  Pritchett  then  asked  the  deceased 
how  she  was,  and,  finding  that  she  had  had  nothing  at  that  moment  to 
say  to  lum  about  her  health,  took  his  leave.  I  remained  with  the  de- 
ceased a  short  time  afterwards,  and  she  gave  me  some  domestic  orders, 
after  which  I  also  left  her,  and  went  down  stairs.  No  one  was  present 
on  the  occasion,  besides  the  deceased,  Mr.  Pritchett,  and  myself.  The 
deceased  was  of  perfectly  sound  mind  at  the  time,  and  perfectly  capable 
of  making  her  will.  She,  at  that  time,  and  at  all  other  times  of  my 
acquaintance  with  her,  until  within  a  fortnight  of  her  death,  used  to 
manage  her  household  affairs,  and  to  settle  her  weekly  bills  with  me  in 
the  most  correct  manner  possible :  and  I  then,  and  at  all  other  times  of 
my  acquaintance  with  her,  considered  her  perfectly  capable  of  managing 
her  own  affairs.  There  was  some  sealing-wax  on  the  will  before  I  saw 
♦01 01  ^^ '  ^^^  when  the  deceased  sealed  it,  as  I  *have  deposed,  she  put 
-'  a  little  more  sealing-wax  on  it,  using  for  that  purpose  a  small 
taper  which  stood  on  the  drawing-room  mantel-piece ;  and,  in  the  sight 
of  Mr.  Pritchett  and  myself,  she  made  the  impression  of  her  initials  on 
the  sealing-wax,  with  a  small  seal  hanging  to  her  watch,  but  rather  larger, 
perhaps,  than  the  seals  which  ladies  use  at  the  present  day.  She  then 
put  her  finger  on  the  seal  on  the  will,  and  said  to  Mr.  Pritchett  and  my- 
self, ^  I  declare  this  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament,'  as  I  have  already 
deposed.  The  will  now  produced  to  me  by  the  examiner,  marked  with 
the  letter  A.  (the  same  being  the  articulate  script,  marked  A.,  propounded 
in  this  cause),  is  the  very  will  of  which  I  have  been  deposing.  The  same 
was  executed  by  the  said  deceased  on  the  aforesaid  17th  of  February, 
1826,  the  day  of  the  date  thereof,  in  my  presence,  as  I  have  now  deposed. 
The  name  and  addition,  ^  Mary  Sames,  housekeeper  to  Mrs.  Ireland,' 
appearing  subscribed  on  the  said  will  as  those  of  an  attesting  witness 
thereto,  are  my  name  and  addition,  and  of  my  handwriting  and  sub- 
scription. 

'^  Fourth.  To  the  fourth  article, — I  have  seen  the  deceased  write  and 
subscribe  her  name  on  very  many  occasions.  I  saw  her  write  as  often  as 
three  or  four  times  a  week,  on  an  average,  during  the  whole  period  of 
my  being  in  her  service.  I  am  well  acquainted  with  her  handwriting. 
I  have  now  inspected  her  aforesaid  will.  The  whole  body,  series,  and 
contents  of  it  appear  to  me  to  be  of  her  handwriting ;  and  I  have  no 
doubt  that  they  are  so.  The  names  ^  Susanna  Ireland'  subscribed  thereto 
appear  to  me  also  to  be  of  her  handwriting  and  subscription ;  and  I 
should  have  known  them  to  be  such,  independently  of  having  seen  the 
deceased  subscribe  the  same,  as  I  have  deposed.    The  date  thereof. 
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*  February  17tb,  1826/  &c.,  appear  to  *me  also  to  be  respectively  r^q^^ 
of  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased ;  and  I  hare  no  doubt  that  "- 
they  are  so." 
The  same  witness,  examined  on  the  interrogatories : — 
^' First. — It  is  nineteen  years  since  the  death  of  Mrs.  Ireland,  the 
deceased  in  this  cause.  She  did  die  in  the  same  year  in  which  she  signed 
the  paper  in  question  in  this  cause.  She  lived  for  near  nine  months  after 
having  signed  that  paper.  At  the  time  I  affixed  my  name  to  that  paper, 
I  did  not  know  that  it  was  of  a  testamentary  nature.  I  first  mentioned 
that  I  had  signed  such  a  paper,  to  a  young  woman,  then  my  fellow-ser- 
vant, named  Frances  Ooodall.  I  mentioned  it  to  her  at  the  time,  as  we 
were  together  in  the  deceased's  house.  The  deceased  published  the 
paper  or  script  propounded,  as  her  last  will,  by  saying  to  Mr.  Pritchett 
and  myself  (as  deposed  in  chief),  ^  I  declare  this  to  be  my  last  will  and 
testament,'  as  she  put  her  finger  on  the  seal  of  it,  as  pre-deposed.  l%08e 
were  the  words  made  use  of  by  her,  signifying  her  publication  of  it.  I 
did  not  see  the  deceased  write  that  paper.  I  saw  her  write  only  two  or 
three  lines  at  the  conclusion  of  it,  as  I  have  deposed.  I  did  not,  at  the 
time  I  put  my  name  to  it,  know  its  contents ;  but,  on  the  fbllowing  day, 
the  deceased  told  me  ^  that  she  had  left  her  money  to  her  own  family.' 
I  can  recollect  that  the  deceased,  on  the  occasion  of  her  signing  the  paper 
in  question,  said  to  Mr.  Pritchett  and  myself, — ^  Tou  look  and  see  me 
sign  my  name.'  She  so  expressed  herself  before  she  subscribed  her 
name  to  the  said  paper ;  and  immediately  afterwards  she  repeated  the 
same  thing,  by  saying  to  us, — ^  You  have  seen  me  write  my  name,'  as 
she  asked  us  to  sign  the  will  as  witnesses.  My  fellowHSubscribing  witness, 
Humphrey  Pritchett,  was  present  when  she  so  expressed  herself. 
-  **  Second.  The  paper  propounded  in  this  cause  was  sealed  in  my  pre^ 
sence.  It  was  scaled  by  the  deceased.  ^Sealing-wax  was  affixed  p^q^o 
on  it  as  a  seal,  before  the  deceased  subscribed  her  name ;  and,  ^ 
again,  after  she  had  done  so,  she  made  a  fresh  seal  on  it,  and  impressed 
the  initials  of  her  name  on  the  wax  with  her  seal.  She'  made  the  fresh 
seal  by  putting  more  sealing-wax  on  the  will,  on  the  same  place  where 
the  sealing-wax  had  been  previously  affixed.  She  then  sealed  the  will, 
by  putting  her  finger  on  the  seal,  and  saying  to  Mr.  Pritchett  and  myself, 
— M  declare  this  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament/  as  I  have  deposed  in 
chief.  The  said  Humphrey  Pritchett  was  present  when  the  paper  was  so 
sealed.  I  have  now  been  again  shown  the  said  paper.  The  interlineation 
*and  sealed,'  appearing  in  the  attestation  clause,  was  written  in  my  pre- 
sence by  the  deceased,  before  I  and  my  fellow  subscribing  witness  signed 
our  names  to  the  said  paper.  I  remember  perfectly  well  that  the  deceased 
said, — ^  Oh !  I  have  omitted  putting  sealedy  and  that  she  put  in  the 
trords  ^and  sealed,'  as  they  now  appear  in  the  said  will.  She  did  that 
after  she  had  signed,  sealed,  and  published  the  will  herself,  and  before 
Mr.  Pritchett  and  I  signed  it.    When  sh^  asked  us  to  sign  it,  she  read 
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over  the  words  '  Bigned  in  the  presence  of  (appearing  on  the  said  will)  to 
Mr.  Pritchett,  for  him  to  tell  her  if  they  were  correct ;  and  thereapon  it 
was  discoYered  that  she  had  omitted  the  word  ^  sealed/  " 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  courty  is, — ^whether  the  said  Susanna 
Ireland's  will,  or  appointment  in  the  nature  of  a  will,  was  a  due  exe> 
ctttion  of  the  said  power  of  appointment  so  limited  or  given  to  the  said 
Susanna  Ireland  by,  and  contained  in,  the  said  indenture  of  release  and 
settlement  of  the  28th  of  January,  1794. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  term  last. 
.  MaliiM  (with  whom  was  Orowder)^  for  the  pluntiff.  By  the  terms  of 
^^^  ^-  this  power,  its  execution  is  to  be  by  *will  signed  and  published, 
-I  and  attested,  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses.  Whether  ^^publi* 
cation"  is  or  is  not  capable  of  definition,  it  is,  at  all  events,  something  so 
substantial,  that,  if  the  power  requires  that  the  will  shall  be  published, 
not  only  must  it  be  published,  but  the  publication  must  be  attested  ^  and, 
not  only  must  the  prescribed  formalities  be  complied  with,  but  the  faet 
of  their  having  been  complied  with  must  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
instrument.  In  Wright  v.  Wakeford,  4  Taunt.  218,  a  power  to  trustees, 
with  the  consent  of  the  cetteux  que  trusty  testified  by  writing  under  their 
hands  and  aealsy  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  to  make  sale 
of  lands,  was  held  (by  Heath,  Lawbencb,  and  Ohahbrb,  JJ.,  agunst 
the  opinion  of  Sir  James  Mansfield,  G.  J.),  not  to  be  well  pursued  by 
an  instrument  only  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  the  two  wit- 
nesses. And  that  decision  was  followed  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
in  Doe  d.  Mansfield  r.  Peach,  2  M.  &  Selw.  576,  and  Wright  v.  Barlow, 
8  M.  &  Selw.  512.  And  the  rule  being  considered  to  be  so  settled 
as  to  be  beyond  judicial  interference,  the  legislature  interposed  to  remedy, 
to  some  extent,  the  inconvenience  that  was  found  to  arise  from  it ;  and, 
by  the  54  G.  3,  c  168,  s.  1,*— reciting  that  **  whereas  powers,  authori* 
ties,  and  trusts  are,  in  many  cases,  required  to  be  executed  by  deeds  or 
instruments  signed  by  or  under  the  hands  of  the  persons  executing  the 
same,  or  persons  consentbg  to,  or  directing,  acts  respecting  such  powers, 
.authorities,  and  trusts,  are  frequently  required  to  signify  such  consent 
or  direction  by  deeds  or  instruments  signed  by  them,  or  under  their 
ihands,  and  it  has  been  the  ordinary  practice,  in  the  memorandum  of 
attestation  of  deeds,  to  express  the  facts  of  sealing  and  delivery  only : 
^^^  -  and  whereas  doubts  have  *ari8en  respecting  the  validity  of  deeds 
J  or  instruments  so  attested  and  requiring  signature,  although  the 
same  may  have  been  actually  signed  by  the  person  whose  signature  is 
required  thereto,  and  the  titles  of  many  purchasers,  and  of  other  persons 
claiming  under  such  instruments,  may  be  defective,  for  want  of  the 
insertion  of  the  word  ^  signed,'  or  some  word  to  that  effect,  in  the  memo- 
randum  of  attestation  thereof:  and  whereas  it  is  expedient  that  the  titles 
of  purchasers  and  other  persons  should  not  be  disturbed,  merely  on 
account  of  the  omission  to  express  the  fact  of  signature  in  the  memoran- 
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dmn  of  attestation  of  an j  such  deed  or  other  instrument  already' made/! 
— it  is  enacted  ^'  tbaff  everj  deed  or  other  instrument  already  made  with 
the  intention  to  exercise  any  power,  authority,  or  trust,  or  to  signify  the 
consent  or  direction  of  any  person  whose  consent  or  direction  may  be 
necessary  to  be  so  signified,  shall  (if  duly  signed  and  executed,  and  in 
other  respects  duly  attested)  be,  from  the  date  thereof,  and  so  as  to 
establish  derivative  titles,  if  any,  of  the  same  validity  and  eifect,  and  no 
other,  at  law  and  in  equity,  and  provable  in  like  manner,  as  if  a  memo^ 
randum  of  attestation  of  signaturey  or  being  under  hand,  had  been  sub- 
scribed by  the  witness  or  witnesses  thereto ;  and  the  attestation  of  the 
witness  or  witnesses  thereto  expressing  the  fact  of  sealing,  or  of  sealing 
and  delivery,  without  expressing  the  fact  of  signing,  or  any  other  form 
of  attestation,  shall  not  exclude  the  proof,  or  the  presumption,  of  signa- 
ture." But,  down  to  the  present  hour,  where  a  power  is  to  be  exercised 
by  deed  or  instrument  inter  vivoSy  attended  with  the  three  formalities  of 
signature,  sealing,  and  delivery,  an  attestation  of  two  of  them  only  is  insuf- 
ficient. This  doctrine,  it  must  be  conceded,  has  in  some  instances  worked 
ii\ju8tice,  which  has  very  properly  been  remedied  by  the  18th  section  of 
*the  recent  wills  act,  7  W.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  27. {a)  If  "publica- 
tion"  means  nothing,  why  should  the  legislature  enact  that  no  I- 
publication  shall  in  future  be  required,  beyond  what  is  there  prescribed  ? 
Whatever  publication  may  be,  it  is  at  all  events  essential, — ^at  least,  so 
Sir  y.  GiBBS  seems  to  have  thought,  in  Moodie  v.  Reid,  7  Taunt.  855, — 
that  the  fact  of  the  paper  being  a  testamentary  paper,  should  be  commu- 
nicated to  the  attesting  witnesses.  That  the  will  in  this  case  was  0igned, 
is  clear ;  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  was  published  in  fact :  but  there  is 
no  attestation  of  the  latter  requirement.  In  Buller  v.  Burt,  cited  4  Ad. 
k  E.  15,  a  married  woman  empowered  by  settlement  to  dispose  of  per- 
sonal property,  by  any  deed  <*  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  and 
attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,"  executed  an  instrument 
purporting  to  be  a  disposition  of  part  of  that  property  in  favour  of  the 
defendant :  the  deed  was  attested  thus, — ^^  Signed  and  sealed  at  Cotton 
aforesaid,  this  18th  day  of  September,  1818.  A.  B.,  0.  D. :"  and  it 
was  held  that  this  was  not  a  due  execution  of  the  power.  Wright  r. 
Wakeford,  Wright  v.  Barlow,  and  Buller  v.  Burt,  were  all  cases  of  deeds : 
Moodie  v.  Reid  was  the  first  case  in  which  the  question  arose  upon  a  mil. 
The  form  of  the  power  in  that  case  is  not  to  be  distinguished  from  that 
now  under  discussion.  The  court,  therefore,  cannot  hold  the  power  to 
have  been  well  executed  here,  without  distinctly  overruling  that  case. 
Mackinley  v.  Sison,  8  Sim.  561,  is  identical  with  Wright  v.  Wakeford. 
In  Doe  d.  Hotchkiss  v.  Pierce,  6  Taunt.  402,  this  court  adhered  to 
Wright  V.  Wakeford  and  Doe  d.  Mansfield  v.  Peach.     There,  the  attest- 

(a)  '' That  ererj  will  executed  in  manner  hereinbefore  required,  efaall  be  Talid  vithont  anj 
otiier  publication  thereof." 
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^Q^  ^    ation  noticed  the  ngntngy  bot  omitted  the  ttaUng^  which  was 

-I  quired  by  the  power  to  be  attested ;  and  the  power  was  held  not 
to  be  well  executed ;  and  the  case  was  considered  to  be  not  within  the 
act.  In  Stanhope  v.  Eeir,  2  Sim.  k  Sta.  87,(a)  where  a  power  was  to 
be  executed  by  a  will,  signed  and  publUhed  in  the  presence  of,  and 
attested  by,  three  witnesses, — ^it  was  held  that  a  will  concluding  with  this 
declaration,  ^'  This  is  my  last  will  and  testament,"  and  expressed  to  be 
signed  by  the  testatrix  in  the  presence  of  the  three  attesting  witnesses, 
was  not  a  good  appointment,  the  publication  not  being  attested.  In 
AUen  V.  Bradshaw,  1  Curteis,  110,  a  power  in  a  feme  covert,  to  dispose 
of  personal  property  by  will  ^'  to  be  9igned  and  publitihed,  in  the  presence 
of,  and  to  be  attested  by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,"  was  held  not 
to  be  sufficiently  exercised  by  a  writing  purporting  to  be  her  wiU,  and  to 
be  rigned,  but  omitting  to  state  that  it  was  pvblUhed  by  her  in  the  pre- 
sence of  two  witnesses :  and  in  George  v.  Rielly,  2  Curteis,  1,  a  power  in 
a  married  woman  to  dispose  of  personalty  by  wUl  ^^  to  be  signed  and  puJh 
Ushed  by  her  in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by,  two  or  more  cre» 
dible  witnesses,"  was  held  not  to  be  duly  exercised  by  an  instrumetit 
eigned  and  sealed  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  the  attestation  clause 
being — ^'Witnesses  to  the  execution  hereof:"  and,  in  both  these  cases, 
evidence  aliundi,  that  pvhlieation  had  taken  place,  was  held  to  be  inad- 
missible. M' Queen  t;.  Farquhar,  11  Yes.  467,  and  Warren  t^.  Posde- 
thwaite,  2  Coll.  C.  C.  108,  which  may  be  relied  on  for  the  defendants,  are 
altogether  distinguishable  from  the  present  case :  there,  no  attestation  was 
required ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  there  being  an 
attestation  clause  specifying  certain  things,  did  not  exclude  evidence  that 
Q^,.^  other  '''things  were  done  besides  those  which  were  attested.  [V. 
^  Williams,  .J.  The  attestation  in  those  cases  gave  an  imperfect 
history  of  the  transaction.]  Ward  v.  Swift,  1  C.  &  M.  171,  Simeon  v. 
Simeon,  4  Sim.  555,(ft)  and  Lempriere  v.  Yalpy,  5  Sim.  108,  all  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  principle  that  delivery  of  a  will  is  tantamount  to  pvlh 
licatian,  and  therefore  that  an  attestation  of  the  former  was  also  an 
attestation  of  the  latter;  That  shows  how  tenaciously  the  courts  adhered 
to  Moodie  v,  Beid  and  Stanhope  v.  Keir.  These  two  last-mentioned 
cases  were  cited  and  commented  upon  in  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury, 
6  M.  &  G.  386,  7  Scott,  N.  B.  66,  10  Clark.  &  Fin.  340,  and  not  a  syl- 
lable of  objection,  not  a  shade  of  doubt  or  suspicion,  was  thrown  upon 
their  authority;  for,  the  observations  there  made  upon  Stanhope  «. 
Keir,  by  Ebseinb,  J.,  are  not  to  be  understood  as  impugning  its 
authority,  but  merely  as  an  expression  of  that  learned  judge's  regret 
that  so  technical  a  rule  had  ever  been  established.  The  only  remaining 
cases  are,  Mackinley  v.  Sison,  8  Sim.  561,  and  Bartholomew  v.  Harris, 
15  Sijn.  78.    Mackinley  t^.  Sison,  it  is  very  difficult  to  deal  with.     The 

(a)  And  see  Doe  v.  Eeir,  4  H.  A  R.  101. 
(ft)  See  1  P.  a  n.  679. 
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power  there  was  to  be  ezeroiaed  bj  deed,  or  by  will  signed  and  published 
in  the  presenoe  of^  and  attested  by,  two  witnesses:  two  points  wore 
there  disonssed, — first,  whether  there  was  a  sufficient  reference  to  the 
property  over  which  the  power  was  to  operate, — secondly,  whether  the 
power  was  well  executed  in  point  of  form.  The  first  was  the  main 
point:  the  second  was  disposed  of  very  shortly,  without  much  con- 
sideration, and  without  reference  to  any  of  the  authorities.  It  is 
impossible,  therefore,  to  impute  to  the  Yice-Ghancellor  an  intention 
to  overrule  the  cases  now  relied  on.  If  he  did  so  intend,  he  clearly 
*came  to  an  erroneous  conclusion.  In  Bartholomew  if.  Harris,  r^q^^ 
a  will,  in  order  to  be  a  gdod  exercise  of  a  power,  was  required  to  ^ 
be  signed  and  published  by  the  donee,  in  the  presence  of,  and  ixUested 
by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses:  the  donee  made  a  will,  which  was 
signed  by  him,  and  was  attested  thus : — '^  We,  the  undersigned,  attest  to 
have  seen  the  above  testator  sign  the  above  will :"  and  it  was  held  that 
this  was,  in  effect,  an  attestation  to  the  pubUeatian,  as  well  as  the  signa- 
ture of  the  will,  and,  consequently,  that  the  power  was  well  exercised. 
There,  however,  the  whole  was  one  contemporaneous  act ;  and  it  must 
have  been  presumed  that  the  testator  had  communicated  to  the  witnesses 
the  fact  that  the  document  the  execution  of  which  they  were  attesting, 
was  his  will.  It  is  not  contended  on  the  other  side  that  signing  is  pub- 
lication ;  but  it  will  be  said  that  signing  and  sealing  together  amount  to 
a  publication.  If,  as  was  held  in  Buller  t^.  Burt,  an  attestation  of  the 
signing  and  sealing  does  not  attest  the  delivery  of  a  deed^  how  can  it 
amount  to  a  publication  of  a  mU  f  Mackinley  v.  Sison  is  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  acquiesced  in  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Burdett 
f  •  Doe  d.  Spilsbury.  In  the  latter  case,  they,  in  effect,  confirmed  Moodie 
f .  Reid  and  Stanhope  v.  Keir. 

Hvanphrey^  for  the  defendants.  By  the  terms  of  this  power,  it 
is  the  will  only  that  is  required  to  be  attested.  The  case  of  Bur- 
dett V.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury  is  almost  identical  with  the  present;  the 
only  difference  being,  that,  here,  the  will  was  not  required  to  be  sealed. 
Maulb,  J.,  there  says :  ^^The  will,  on  the  face  of  it,  professes  to  be  signed, 
sealed,  and  published.  Gonsidering  this  case  independently  of  authority, 
I  could  feel  no  doubt  that  the  will  was  a  good  execution  of  the  power, 
inasmuch  as  it  is  signed,  sealed,  and  published  in  the  presence  of, 
and  attested  by,  three  witnesses, — ^which  are  all  the  ^conditions  r*Q-f  n 
imposed  by  the  instrument  conferring  the  power ;  for,  I  cannot  ^ 
doubt  that  the  substantive  to  which  the  participle  *' attested"  is  to  be 
referred,  is,  the  triS,  which  is  mentioned,  not  signature,  execution,  &c.,  which 
are  not  mentioned."  In  Wright  v.  Wakeford,  the  consent  was  to  be  testified 
by  writing  under  hand  and  seal,  and  the  deed  was  only  sealed  and 
delivered.  In  Doe  d.  Mansfield  v.  Peach,  the  power  was  to  be  exercised 
by  writing  under  hand  and  seal,  to  be  duly  executed  in  the  presence  of^ 
and  attested  by,  two  witnesses ;  and  the  attestation  stated  only  that  the 

8B 
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deed  was  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses;  In 
Wright  V.  Barlow,  the  language  of  the  power,  and  the  attestation,  were 
the  same  as  in  Doe  d.  Mansfield  v.  Peach.  In  Doe  d.  Hotchkisstf. 
Pierce,  the  power  was  to  be  exercised  by  deed  or  writing  under  the  donee's 
hand  and  seal^  and  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses ;  and  it 
was  held  to  be  ill  pursued  by  a  will  apparently  nnder  the  donee's  hand 
and  seal,  which  seal  an  attesting  witness  believed  was  affixed  before  exe- 
cution and  attestation, — the  attestation  not  noticing  the  sealing  as  well 
as  the  signing.  There  was  the  omission  of  a  specific  ceremony  in  that 
case.  In  Moodie  t;.  Reid,  the  attestation  was  general,  nothing  being 
mentioned  except  signing.  In  Stanhope  v.  Keir,  there  was  no  evidence 
of  the  execution  :  and  that  case  is  clearly  not  consistent  with  Burdett  v. 
Doe  d.  Spilsbury.  In  Hougham  v.  Sandys,  2  Sim.  95,  the  power  was  to 
be  exercised  by  the  donee,  by  any  writing  UTider  her  hand  and  seal, 
attested  by  one,  two,  or  more  credible  witnesses,  and  the  deed  was  signed 
and  sealedy  but  the  attestation  contained  the  words  seakd  and  delivered 
only ;  and  the  Vice-chancellor  (Sir  L.  Shadwbll)  held  the  power  not  to 
*9201  ^^  ^^^'  executed.     That,  therefore,  was  precisely  *like  the  case 

-'  of  Wright  V.  Wakeford.  In  Buller  v.  Burt,  the  words  of  the 
power  were,  "  by  any  deed  signed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  and 
attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses ;"  and  a  deed  thus  attested — 
^^  Signed  and  sealed  at,  &c.,  A.  B.,  G.  D." — ^was  held  not  to  be  a  due 
execution  of  the  power.  In  Waterman  v.  Smith,  9  Sim.  629,  a  power 
given  to  a  husband  and  wife,  was  to  be  exercised  by  them,  by  any  deed 
or  writing  under  their  hands  and  sedlsy  to  be  by  them  executed  in  the 
presence  of  and  attested  by  two  witnesses ;  and  it  was  held  that  a  deed 
which  was  signed  as  well  as  sealed  and  delivered  by  the  husband  and  wife 
in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  was  not  a  good  execution  of  the  power, 
because  the  attestation  clause  did  not  extend  to  the  signature  as  well  as 
to  the  sealing  and  delivery^ — Sir  L.  Shadwbll,  Y.  C.,  observing  that 
the  case  was  not  distinguishable  from  Wright  v.  Barlow.  In  Simeon  v. 
Simeon,  a  power  over  personal  property,  was  required  to  be  executed  by 
a  will  signed  and  published  in  the  presence  ot^  and  attested  by,  two  wit- 
nesses :  the  donee  professed  to  execute  the  power,  by  a  will  which  was 
signed  by  her,  and  she  acknowledged  her  signature  to  the  two  witnesses, 
but  did  not  .sign  the  will  in  their  presence,  and  the  witnesses,  at 
different  times,  signed  an  attestation  that  the  testatrix  had  signed 
and  delivered  the  will  in  their  presence :  and  it  was  held,  that,  though 
delivery  was  equivalent  to  publication,  the  power  was  not  well  executed. 
In  Ward  v.  Swift,  premises  were  conveyed  to  A.  and  his  wife,  after  other 
uses,  to  such  uses  as  M.  S.,  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing, 
or  any  instrument  in  writing  in  the  nature  of,  or  purporting  to  be,  her 
will,  or  by  any  codicil  to  be  by  her  duty  executed  and  fubUshed  under  her 
*9211  ^^  ^'^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  presence  of^  and  attested  iy,  iJiree  #r  mere 

^  credible  *untnesses^  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  kc^  should 
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direct^  limit,  or  .appoint,  &c. :  M.  S.  ngned^  sealed^  and  delivered^  as  and 
for  her  last  will  and  testament,  an  instmrnent  which  concluded  and  was 
attested  as  follows : — "  In  witness  whereof,  I  have  set  my  hand  and  seal, 
hereto,  this  5th  day  of  Angust,  1801,  in  the  presence  of  the  nnderwritten ; 
Signedy  BeaJed^  and  delivered  this  5th  day  of  Augost,  1801,  as  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  the  said  testatrix,  M.  S.,  who,  in  her  presence,  and 
the  presence  of  each  other,  have  pat  our  names  as  witnesses  thereof.    H. 
F.,  J.  Q.f  B.  F.  :'*  and  it  was  held  that  the  power  was  well  executed. 
Lempriere  v.  Valpy  tamed  upon  a  different  point :  bat  the  Vice  Chancel- 
lor (Sir  L.  Shadwbll),  adverting  to  Moodie  v.  Reid  and  the  cases  there 
cited,  says :  '^  But,  even  admitting  those  cases  to  be  law,  it  appeared,  by 
the  evidence  in  this  cause,  as  well  as  by  the  written  attestation,  that  the 
will  was  produced  and  delivered  by  Mrs.  Lempriere.    In  Moodie  v,  Reid, 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Gibbb  says :  ^  If  the  act  of  the  testatrix,  in  calling  on 
the  witnesses  to  attest  her  will,  be  a  publication  of  it,  then  their  attesting 
that  she  signed  it,  attests  her  publication  also ;  because  they  attest  that 
by  which  she  publishes  it.'    His  lordship  also  says,  '  I  do  not  know  what 
the  publication  of  a  will  is.     I  can  only  suppose  it  to  be  that  by  which  a 
person  designates  that  he  means  to  give  effect  to  a  paper  as  his  will.* 
And,  consistently  with  what  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  is  reported  to  have  said, 
my  opinion  is,  that  the  will  in  this  case,  by  having  been  first  signed  and 
then  delivered  to  the  witnesses  by  Mrs.  Lempriere,  in  order  that  they  might 
attest  it,  has  been  duly  signed  and  published  by  her,  within  the  terms  of  the 
power."   What  substantial  difference  is  there  between  signing  and  sealing^ 
and  delivery  ?    Delivery  is  not  essential  in  the  case  of  a  will.     Here,  the 
testatrix  seals  the  will,  as  an  additional  ^ceremony,  to  show  that  p^Qo.^ 
her  mind  is  complete ;  and  the  witnesses  attest  that  this  was  done  *-      " 
in  their  presence.    If  delivery,  which  is  no  part  of  a  will,  is  an  attest- 
ation of  the  publication,  why  should  not  sealing  be  so  ?  especially  where 
sealing  is  not  required  by  the  terms  of  the  power  ?    Mackinley  v.  Sison, 
— which  was  a  decision  by  the  same  learned  judge  who  decided  Hougham 
V.  Sandys,  Simeon  v.  Simeon,  Lempriere  v.  Valpy,  and  Waterman  >. 
Smith, — is  a  distinct  authority  to  show  that  this  power  was  well  executed. 
There,  the  power  was  to  be  executed  by  deed,  or  by  will  signed  and  pub- 
Uehed  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  two  witnesses ;  and  its  execu- 
tion was  by  will  which  was  expressed  to  be  signed  and  sealed  only,  and 
attested  by  three  witnesses.     His  honour  says:    **The  father's  will 
requires  that  the  power  shall  be  exercised  by  his  daughter,  either  by  a 
deed  or  instrument  in  writing  to  be  by  her  sealed  and  delivered  in  the 
presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by,  two  or  more  witnesses,  or  by  her  last 
will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  any  writing  purporting  to  be,  or  being 
in  the  nature  of,  her  last  wUl  and  testament,  to  be  by  her  signed  and 
published  in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by,  the  like  number  of 
witnesses.    Now  I  find  no  legal  definition  or  explanation  of  the  meaning 
of  the  term  ^  publication,'  and,  therefore,  if  it  appears  that  a  testatrix  has 
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prodaced  her  will  to  witnesses,  and  has  signed  and  sealed  it  in  their 
presence,  and  they  have  attested  that  she  has  done  so,  I  must  take 
it  that  she  has  published  the  document  in  their  presence."  The  lan- 
guage of  the  power  in  that  case  is  almost  identical  with  that  of  this 
power.  In  M' Queen  v.  Farquhar,  11  Yes.  467,  where  the  power 
was  to  be  executed .  by  deed,  to  be  signed  and  sealed  in  the  pre- 
sence of  witnesses,  and  the  attestation  was  only  of  sealing  and 
*Q9^i  ^delivery,  though  the  deed  purported  to  be  signed,  sdUed,  and 

^  executed, — it  was  presumed  that  the  signature  was  in  the  presence 
of  the  witnesses.  Here,  it  was  proved  that  the  will  was  signed  and  sealed 
and  delivered  by  the  testatrix  as  and  for  her  last  will ;  and  the  18th  section 
of  the  7  W.  4  &;  1  Yict.  c.  26,  is  a  legislative  declaration  that  this  amounts 
to  a  publication.  In  Curteis  v.  Eenrick,  8  M.  &  W.  461, 9  Sim.  448,  it  was 
held  that  deliver}/  is  equivalent  to  publicatian  of  a  will.  There,  a  married 
woman  had  power,  under  her  marriage-settlement,  to  appoint  certain 
lands  to  uses,  by  her  last  will  and  testament,  ^^  signed  and  published  in 
the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  three  or  more  credible  witnesses :"  she 
made  a  will  containing  a  devise  of  all  her  property  real  and  personal, 
but  not  referring  to  the  power :  the  attestation  clause  stated  the  will  to 
be  signed,  sealedj  and  delivered  by  the  testatrix  in  the  presence  of  three 
witnesses  whose  names  were  subscribed :  and  it  was  held  that  the  power 
was  well  executed.  It  being  suggested  by  counsel  in  that  case  that  ^^  it 
is  impossible  to  define  what  the  mere  delivery  of  a  will  is,"  Parke,  B., 
answers, — ^^  Something  whereby  the  party  acknowledges  that  the  instru- 
ment is  a  complete  act  containing  his  final  mind — that  it  is  no  longer 
ambulatory."  Sealing  is  surely  a  more  solemn  act  of  the  same  character. 
In  stating  the  grounds  of  the  decision  in  that  case,  Lord  ABmaEB  says, 
8  M.  &  W.  472 :  ^'  The  law  has  given  no  definition  of  the  meaning  of  the 
pvhlished,  when  applied  to  a  will.  It  certainly  cannot  mean  that  the 
whole  contents  of  the  will  should  be  made  known  to  the  witnesses.  K  it 
mean  anything  less  than  that,  there  is  no  reason  why  delivery  should  not 
^^fSA-y  be. publication.  Delivery  is  a  publication  to  those  who  are  '^'present, 

-I  of  the  completion  of  the  instrument,  the  signing  and  delivery  of 
which  they  are  called  upon  to  attest.  If  this  case,  therefore,  were  origi- 
nal, we  should  be  disposed  to  think  that  delivery  was  equivalent  to  pub-* 
lication.  But  there  is  sufBcient  authority  to  be  found  for  this  opinion : 
first,  that  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Gibbs,  in  Moodie  t;.  Reid ;  next,  that 
of  the  Yice  Chancellor,  in  the  case  of  Simeon  v.  Simeon,  and  also  in  the 
case  of  Lempriere  v.  Yalpy ;  and  last,  though  not  least,  that  of  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  and  the  other  members  of  this  court,  in  Ward  v.  Swift." 
Bartholomew  v.  Harris  is  also  an  authority  to  show  that  here  the  power 
was  well  executed.  The  view  now  suggested  is  strengthened  by  the  cases 
as  to  publication  of  awards.  In  Brooke  t;«  Mitchell,  6  M.  &  W.  478, 
where  an  order  of  reference  required  that  the  arbitrator  should  make  and 
publish  his  award  in  writing,  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  parties,  or  such 
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of  them  as  should  require  the  same,  on  or  before  a  certain  day — it  was 
held,  that  the  award  was  ^'published/'  and  ^^ ready  to  be  delivered," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  order,  when  it  was  executed  by  the  arbitrator 
in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  a  witness.  Miller  t;.  Brown,  2  Hagg. 
Eccl.  R.  209,  shows  the  expansive  signification  of  publication.  There,  a 
widow  having,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  delivered  a  will,  made 
during  coverture,  to  her  executor,  for  safe  custody, — ^it  was  held  that 
such  delivery,  coupled  with  other  recognitions,  amounted  to  a  repub- 
lication, rendering  it  a  new  will,  of  which  the  executors  were  enti* 
tied  to  a  general  probate.  Publication  is  the  result  of  those  acts 
which  the  law,  or  the  power,  requires  for  the  due  execution  of  the  will. 
In  White  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  British  Museum,  6  Bingh.  810,  3 
M.  k  P.  689,  it  was  held  that  a  will  of  lands  subscribed  by  three 
^witnesses,  in  the  presence,  and  at  the  request,  of  the  testator,  r^toos 
was  sufficiently  attested,  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  although 
none  of  the  witnesses  saw  the  testator's  signature,  and  only  one  of  them 
knew  what  the  paper  was.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  court,  saying, — ^^  When  we  find  the  testator  knew  this  instrument  to 
be  his  will ;  that  he  produced  it  to  the  three  persons,  and  asked  them  to 
sign  the  same ;  that  he  intended  them  to  sign  it  as  witnesses ;  that  they 
subscribed  their  names  in  his  presence,  and  returned  the  same  identical 
instrument  to  him ;  we  think  the  testator  did  acknowledge,  in  fact,  though 
not  in  words,  to  the  three  witnesses,  that  the  will  was  his.'*  In  Warren  v. 
Postlethwaite,  2  Coll.  C.  C.  108,  a  married  woman,  having  power  under 
her  marriage-settlement  to  dispose  of  personal  estate  by  a  will  to  be 
signed  and  published  by  her  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  wit- 
nesses, made  her  will,  in  pursuance  of  the  power,  and  signed  her  name 
at  the  foot  of  it:  then  followed  the  signature  of  three  witnesses;  and, 
below  those  signatures  was  a  memorandam  in  the  handwriting  of  the 
testatrix,  to  the  effect  that  the  will  had  been  signed  and  sealed  by  her  in 
the  presence  of  the  above  three  witnesses.  Upon  the  examination  of  the 
witnesses,  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  two  of  them  deposed  to  the 
testatrix  having  signed  the  will  in  the  presence  of  all  the  witnesses,  but 
the  third  stated  her  belief  that  the  will  had  been  signed  before  the  wit- 
nesses entered  the  room.  It  was  held,  that,  coupling  the  memorandum 
with  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  sign- 
ing in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses,  or  two  of  them,  to  satisfy  the  requi- 
sition of  the  power  in  that  respect ;  and  that  the  testatrix  calling  the 
witnesses  to  attest  her  will,  sealing  it,  and  declaring  it  to  be  her  act 
(which  ^circumstances  were  given  in  evidence),  thereby  puhliBhed  r^oog 
her  will  within  the  meaning  of  the  power.  The  rule  ^^  erpreisio  ^ 
unius  eit  excltmo  alterius''  cannot  apply  to  the  attestation.  As  to  the 
ceremonies  attending  the  execution  of  deeds,  there  is  no  substantial 
difference  between  sealing  and  delivery.  Shep.  Touchst.  54,  57.  This 
case  falls  precisely  within  the  principle  upon  which  Burdett  v.  Doe  d. 
VOL.  vni. — 72  8  B  2 
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Spilflbnry  was  decided  bj  the  House  of  Lords.  Even  the  judges  who  in 
that  case  thought  that  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  ought  to 
be  affirmed,  regretted  the  existence  of  Wright  r.  Wakeford  and  the  dass 
of  cases  which  followed  it.  Mr.  Baron  Parke  prefaces  his  opinion  with 
these  remarks : — '^  If  the  question  proposed  by  your  lordships  had  now 
arisen  for  the  first  time,  I  feel  little  doubt  that  I  should  have  answered 
it  by  stating  to  your  lordships  that  the  power  was  well  executed ;  and 
that  on  the  ground,  that,  where  the  donor  of  a  power  requires  an  instm* 
ment  to  be  executed  with  certain  formalities  in  the  presence  of,  and  to 
be  attested  by,  credible  witnesses,  he  does  not  require  the  witnesses  to 
sign  a  memorandum  of  attestation  expressing  that  all  the  formalities  were 
complied  with,  but  simply  to  put  their  names  to  the  instrument  iu  wit- 
nesses: and,  if  there  had  been  a  special  verdict,  and  writ  of  error,  in  the 
case  of  Wright  v.  Wakeford,  and  I  had  been  called  upon  by  your  lord- 
ships to  give  an  opinion  on  the  propriety  of  that  decision,  before  it  had 
been  confirmed  ^y  others,  I  should  probably  have  given  my  humble  advice 
to  your  lordships,  that  it  ought  to  be  reversed.  The  decision,  however, 
in  the  case  of  Wright  v,  Wakeford  not  having  been  reversed,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  followed  in  others,  none  of  which  have  been  questioned  before 
the  highest  tribunal,  and  having  been  recognised  by  an  act  of  parliament, 
the  statute  54  Geo.  3,  c.  168,  I  think  myself  bound  by  the  authority  of 
*9271  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^subsequent  cases ;  and,  feeling  so  bound,  I  regret 
"^  that  I  have  to  answer  the  question  proposed  by  your  lordships 
in  the  negative."  If  even  an  attestation  of  publication  be  necessary,  as 
is  urged  on  the  other  side,  here  that  ceremony  is  sufficiently  attested. 

Maltns  was  heard  in  reply. 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent  :-^ 

^'  This  case  has  been  argued  before  us ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that 

Susanna  Ireland's  will  (or  appointment  in  the  nature  of  a  will)  was  a  due 

execution  of  the  power  of  appointment  limited  or  given  to  her  by,  and 

contained  in,  the  indenture  of  release  and  settlement  of  the  28th  day  of 

January,  1794. 

"  Tho.  Wilde. 

"  W.  H.  MAtJLE. 

^^  C.  Cresswbll. 

**  E.  V.  Williams." 
May  5, 1849. 


On  the  19th  of  the  same  month.  Sir  James  Wigram,  V.  C,  after 
hearing  an  argument  upon  the  above  certificate,  said :  '^  In  this  case,  a 
power  was  given  which  might  be  executed  by  deed,  which  I  need  not  refer 
to,  and  which  also  might  be  executed  by  will,  which  was  required  to  be 
signed  and  published  by  the  donee,  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by, 
two  or  more  credible  witnesses.     The  donee  has  executed,  or  attempted 
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to  execute  this  power,  bj  will,  which  is  signed  and  sealed  in  the  presence 
of,  and  attested  bj,  the  requisite  number  of  witnesses,  publication  not 
being  expressed  either  in  the  attesting  clause  or  in  the  body  of  the 
instrument.     The  cause  came  on  before  this  court,  and  a  case  was  sent 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  a  certificate  '^'has  p^^qoo 
been  returned,  in  which  all  the  learned  judges  concur  in  favour  of   ^ 
the  valid  execution  of  the  power ;  bvt^  unfortunately ^  no  reason  is  assigned 
for  the  opinion  they  have  given*     If  the  case  of  Wright  r.  Wakcford, — 
which  I  mention  as  the  representative  of  a  class  of  cases, — ^had  never 
been  decided,  I  should  not,  I  think,  have  had  much  Aifficultj  in  deciding 
this  case  in  favour  of  the  valid  execution  of  the  power.     Again,  taking 
Wright  V,  Wakeford,  and  the  class  of  cases  which  it  represents,  as  a 
sound  decision,  I  should  not,  I  think,  have  had  much  difficulty  in  applying 
Wright  V.  Wakeford  to  the  present  case,  if  it  were  Bot  for  the  subsequent 
decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury,  and  for 
the  decision  of  the  Vice-chancellor  in  the  cases  of  Mackinley  v,  Sison 
and  Bartholomew  v,  Harris.    These  cases  appear  to  me  to  have  introduced 
a  difficulty  as  to  the  proper  decision  to  be  come  to  in  the  present  case, 
which  would  not  have  existed  independently  of  those  cases.    If  the  princi- 
ple on  which  Wright  v.  Wakeford  was  decided  be  this,  that  the  instrument 
creating  the  power  requires  that  the  attesting  witnesses  should  actually 
narrate  upon  the  instrument  executing  the  power,  what  acts  of  the  donee 
they  attest,  and  that  the  court,  in  requiring  such  a  narrative,  were  merely 
executing  the  express  direction  of  the  donor,  there  might  not  be  much 
difficulty  in  applying  the  principle  to  the  present  case :  but,  if  that  be 
the  principle,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  court  can  dispense  with  the 
narrative  in  the  case  of  a  general  attestation,  any  more  than  in  the 
case  of  a  particular  attestation.     If,  however,  the  language  of  several 
of  the  judges  who  assisted  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Burdett  v.  Doe  d. 
Spilsbury,  and  the  language  of  the  noble  and  learned  lords  who  gave 
their  opinions  in  that  case,  is  to  be  taken  as  an  exposition  of  the  law,  it 
will  be  difficult  to  escape  from  the  conclusion,  that,  in  the  case  of  a  general 
clause  of  attestation,  they  thought  the  narrative  might  be  dispensed 
'''with,  to  the  extent,  at  least,  of  holding  that  a  jury  might  presume  r^cooq 
that  the  witnesses  saw  those  acts  done  which  the  donee  of  the  '- 
power,  in  the  instrument  executing  the  power,  expressed  an  intention  to 
do,  although  there  be  no  evidence  that  the  witnesses  were  cognisant  of 
the  contents  of  the  instrument  containing  the  power.    Indeed,  it  would 
be  difficult  to  escape  from  the  conclusion,  that  they  were  of  opinion  that 
the  witnesses  might  be  examined  to  prove  what  acts  of  the  donee  they 
did,  in  fact,  attest, — ^that  is,  in  the  case  of  a  general  attestation.    Ano- 
ther difficulty  has  always  occurred  to  me  upon  the  case  of  Burdett  v.  Doe 
d.  Spilsbury ;  but  which  difficulty,  looking  at  the  high  authority  of  those 
who  advised  on,  and  decided,  that  case,  I  cannot  consider  as  well  founded. 
It  is  said  in  that  case,  that  the  attesting  clause  may  be  read  in  connexion 
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with  what  was  called  a  testunoniam  clause.  That  argnment  supposes  the 
witnesses  to  have  read,  or  been  informed  of  the  contents  of,  the  testimo- 
nium clause,  which,  however,  is  part  of  the  will,  and  not  of  the  attesting 
clause,  and  of  which  the  attesting  witnesses  are  never  presumed  to  know 
the  contents :  and  to  this  must  be  added  the  observation,  that  the  testi- 
monium clause  in  that  case  of  Burdett  t;.  Doe  d.  Spilsburj,  mentioned 
only  '  signing  and  sealing,'  and  not  publishing.  The  word  ^  publish'  was, 
indeed,  used  by  the  testatrix  in  that  case,  Mrs.  Skinner,  at  the  beginning 
of  her  will ;  and  the  witnesses,  therefore,  must,  in  that  case,  have  been 
presumed  to  have  ^ead  or  known  the  contents  of  the  whole  will :  but,  al 
the  time  the  testatrix  made  use  of  the  word  '  publish'  she  clearly  did  not 
do  the  act  which  the  donor  of  the  power  required,  for,  the  substance  of 
the  will  follows  the  clause  in  which  the  word  ^  publish'  occurs.  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Maule,  in  addressing  the  House,  suggested,  that,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  will  in  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  SpiUbury,  all  that  the 
*Qft(\i  ^^^^^  required,  was,  that  the  wiU  ''Ishould  be  attested,  and  not  the 

-■  formalities, — which,  he  said,  would  distinguish  the  case  of  Bur- 
dett V.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury  from  Wright  v.  Wakeford.  And  the  noble  and 
learned  lords  who  gave  their  opinion  in  the  case,  appear  to  me  not  to 
have  disapproved  of,  but  to  have  been  disposed  to  adopt,  the  distinction 
suggested  by  Mr.  Justice  Maule  ;  but  they  distinctly  disclaimed  putting 
their  decision  on  that  ground.  The  cases  of  Mackinley  v,  Sison  and 
Bartholomew  v.  Harris  appear  to  me  to  be  important  authorities  in  sup- 
port of  the  certificate  in  the  present  case:  but  it  will  be  difficult  to 
reconcile  those  cases  with  the  case  of  Moodie  v.  Beid,  and  other  cases, 
in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  publication  is  to  be  a  distinct  act,  and 
not,  as  the  Yice-Ghancellor  appears  to  have  thought  in  Mackinley  v. 
Sison,  a  thing  to  be  inferred  from  the  mere  fact  that  the  deed  required 
the  witnesses  to  attest  something.  /  have  noty  in  the  present  case^  th4 
advantage  of  knowing  on  what  grounds  the  learned  judges  who  have  sent 
me  their  certificate^  have  decided  the  present  case.  I  find  myself  in  this 
difficulty, — all  the  opinions  given  in  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury  appear 
to  me  to  profess  to  save  whole  Wright  v.  Wakeford.  I  do  not  even 
except  Mr.  Justice  Maule,  who  evidently  felt  disposed  to  think  that  case 
ought  to  be  excepted.  In  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury,  the  word  ^  pub- 
lish' was  found  in  the  instrument  executing  the  power ;  and  stress  was 
laid  upon  that  circumstance.  In  this  case,  the  word  '  publish'  is  not 
found  in  the  instrument  executing  the  power ;  and  I  am  left  in  doubt 
whether  the  certificate  has  been  founded  on  the  distinction  suggested  by 
Mr.  Justice  Maule,  to  which  I  have  already  adverted ;  or  whether  it  has 
been  given  upon  the  authority  of  Mackinley  v,  Sison  and  Bartholomew 
V.  Harris ;  or  whether  it  has  been  given  upon  the  ground, — strongly  in- 
sisted on  in  the  argument  before  me, — that  the  seal  of  the  donee  (a  for- 
^QQ^-^  mality  not  ^required  by  the  donor)  was  to  be  deemed  a  publica- 

^  tion ;  or  whether  they  have  proceeded  upon  any  ground  which  has 
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not  been  suggested  in  argument.  Gonudering  that  this  is  a  case  to  be- 
determined  bj  a  oonrt  of  law,  it  is  of  very  great  importance  that  I  should 
know  upon  what  ground  the  court  of  law  has  proceeded.  I  cannot^  with 
any  satisfaction  to  myself ^  confirm  the  certificate^  without  knowing  the 
reasons  upon  which  it  is  founded :  and  I  do,  though  with  great  reluc- 
tance, decide  that  this  case  should  be  sent  again  to  a  court  of  law.  I 
wish  the  parties,  however,  distinctly  to  understand  that  I  do  not  myself 
do  this  upon  the  ground  that  I  think  the  certificate  may  not  be  supported. 
The  law  is  really  in  such  a  state  of  uncertainty,  that,  for  me  to  confirm 
it  in  the  present  instance,  would  not  be  adopting  the  opinion  of  the  court 
of  law,  but  would  be  giving  an  opinion  of  my  own.  The  case  must  go 
to  some  other  court." 

The  case  was  accordingly  sent  for  the  opinion  of  the  barons  of  the 
Exchequer,  and  was  argued  on  the  8d  of  May,  1850,  by  MalinSy  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  Humphrey^  for  the  defendants ;  and  on  the  8th  of  July,  that 
•ourt  certified, — as  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  had  done, — ^that  the  power 
was  well  executed. 

In  stating  the  reasons  which  induced  the  court  to  come  to  this  conclu- 
sion, Alderson,  B.,  said: — ^^The  attestation  clause  is  as  follows, — 
^  Signed  and  sealed  in  the  presence  of  Humphrey  Pritchett  (described) 
and  Mary  Eames,'  described  also.  The  question  is,  whether  this  is  suffi- 
cient. It  depends  upon  the  state  in  which  the  law  was  left  by  the  cffse 
of  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury,  in  the  House  of  Lords.  We  are  unable 
to  see  how,  after  that  decision,  the  law,  previously  considered  to  be 
established  by  the  well-known  case  of  Wright  v.  Wakeford,  can  be  con- 
sidered in  force.  It  seems  to  us  that  it  was  by  the  decision  of  Burdett 
f.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury,  overruled.  If  that  be  so,  it  is  quite  clear  this 
♦power  was  well  executed.  But  we  are  embarrassed  by  certain  p^qqo 
dicta  of  the  noble  lords  by  whom  the  decision  of  Burdett  v.  Doe  ^ 
d.  Spilsbury  was  pronounced, — ^in  which  they  say  they  do  not  mean  to 
overrule  Wright  v.  Wakeford,  but  to  leave  its  authority  untouched,  and 
confine  their  decision  to  the  case  where  the  attestation  is  general,  and 
.omits  altogether  all  mention  of  formalities  required  by  the  power  to  be 
attested.  But,  even  if  this  case  be  so,  we  still  think  this  power  was  well 
executed.  It  is  conceded  that  the  attestation  need  not  follow  the  words 
of  the  power  literally ;  for,  when  the  power  given  is  to  be  exercised  by 
signing  and  publishing  a  will,  by  having  an  attestation  of  both  these 
formalities,  it  would  clearly  be  well  executed  if  the  attestation  expressed 
that  it  was  signed  and  delivered :  and  this  was  expressly  so  determined 
by  the  court  in  a  case  of  Ward  v.  Swift,  and  by  the  Vice-Chancellor 
Shadwell  in  Simeon  v.  Simeon.  Now,  what  is  the  principle  which 
governs  those  decisions  ?  We  think  it  is  this, — that,  if  the  attestation 
expresses,  in  any  form  of  words,  an  act  to  have  been  don0  in  the  presence 
of  witnesses,  by  which  the  complete  execution  of  the  instrument,  as 
required  by  the  power,  appears  to  have  been  effected,  it  would  be  suffi- 
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cient ;  bat  that,  when  the  framer  of  the  power  requires  two  or  more  such 
acts  to  be  done,  then,  if  the  attestation  expresses  only  the  doing  of  one 
of  them,  even  though  all  persons  would  clearly  infer  the  other  act  had 
also  taken  place,  it  would  not  be  sufficient ;  for,  in  this  latter  case,  it  is 
clear,  the  framer  of  the  power  really  intends  something  more  than  the 
act  expressed  in  the  attestation,  because  he  has  expressly  added  the  other 
act.  Thus,  in  this  case,  he  requires  both  signing  and  publishing.  The 
signing,  therefore,  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  though  it  might  naturally 
and  reasonably  be  also  called  a  publishing,  will  not  alone  do ;  for,  he 
^Qno-i  expressly  says  the  will  is  to  be  signed  in  the  presence  of  '^'witnesses, 
-1  and  also  published.  But  here  it  is  both  signed  and  sealed  in  their 
presence.  Now,  if  sealing  in  the  presence  of  witnesses  be  naturally  and 
reasonably  to  be  considered  as  a  publication, — and  we  think  it  may  be 
so  considered, — then  we  have  enough  in  this  attestation  to  fulfil  the  whole 
power;  for,  it  is  signed  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  and  it  is  pub- 
lished also,  if  being  sealed  in  the  presence  of  witnesses  amounts  to  a 
publication,  as  both  these  acts  are  staged  here  in  the  attestation.  Wc 
therefore  think,  for  these  reasons,  that  this  power  was  well  executed,  and 
shall  certify  accordingly." 

Th^  cause  came  on  again,  before  Vice  Chancellor  Knight  Bruce,  on 
the  27th  of  March,  1851,  when  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  asked  for 
the  confirmation  of  the  certificate  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  for  the 
costs  of  the  suit.  For  the  plaintiff  it  was  submitted,  that,  as  the  law, 
as  appeared  from  the  reasons  given  by  Aldebson,  B.,  was  in  an  uncertain 
state  with  reference  to  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Wakeford,  and  as  this  suit 
was  instituted  before  the  decision  of  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury,  no 
costs  ought  to  be  given  against  the  plaintiff.  Knight  Brfcb,  V.  C, 
said: — "lam  not  aware  of  any  reason  or  authority  for  saying  that  the 
author  of  this  power  meant  that  there  should  be  a  declaration  to  the 
witness  by  Mrs.  Ireland  of  the  publication  of  her  will ;  nor  do  I  under- 
stand what  '  publication'  means.  '  Republication*,  is  a  term  well  known 
and  understood.  A  will  is  published  when  it  is  made.  The  word  ^publish* 
is  useless  or  superfluous,  or  of  no  meaning.  I  confirm  the  certificate. 
Let  the  bill  be  dismissed,  without  costs  up  to  and  inclusive  of  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  with  costs  after  that  time, 
including  the  costs  of  the  certificate  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer."(a) 

(a)  See  the  next  OMe. 
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A  power  wu  reserved  to  a  married  woman  to  dispose  of  personal  property  by  her  last  will  and 
testament  in  writing,  to  be  by  her  duly  made  and  published  in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested 
by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses.  The  donee,  by  her  will,  without  any  reference  to  the 
power,  or  to  the  Fubject-matter,  bequeathed  to  her  husband  "  all  that  she  did  and  should  or 
would  thereafter  be  entitled  to,  or  should  possess ;"  concluding  thus : — **  Signed  by  me,  E.  J., 
February  34, 1831,  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,"  and  then  followed  the  signatures  of  the 
two  witnesses : — Held,  that  this  was  not  a  due  execution  of  the  power. 

Thb  following  case  was  sent  by  His  Honour,  Vice  Chancellor  Wioram, 
for  the  opinion  of  this  court : — 

John  Hill,  late  of  East  Smithfield,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  of 
Woodford,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  duly  made  and  published  his  last  will 
acd  testament  in  writing,  bearing  date  the  24th  of  February,  1812,  and 
thereby  gave  and  bequeathed  unto  his  wife  Mary  Hill  and  Thomas  Dick- 
inson and  John  King  all  his  ready  money  and  securities  for  money, 
stocks,  or  sums  in  the  funds,  and  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder 
of  his  estate  and  eifQcts,  whatsoever,  and  of  what  nature,  kind,  or 
quality  soever,  and  not  thereinbefore  given  or  disposed  of,  in  or  to  which 
he  might  be  interested  or  entitled  at  the  time  of  his  decease, — Upon 
trust  to  invest  the  same  upon  government  securities  in  the  public  funds, 
and  from  the  dividends  and  interest  to  pay  the  said  Mary  Hill  an 
annuity  of  6507.  during  her  life,  or  until  her  second  marriage  (the  same 
to  be  reduced  to  an  annuity  of  50L  for  her  life,  if  she  married  again) ; 
and,  subject  thereto,  the  said  testator  directed  that  his  said  trustees 
should  be  possessed  of  the  whole  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate 
and  effects,  in  trust  for  all  his  children  who  should  be  living  at  the  time 
of  his  decease,  or  bom  in  due  time  afterwards,  in  equal  proportions,  share 
and  share  alike,  and  to  become  vested  in  and  payable  to  them  respectively, 
if  males,  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and,  if  females,  at  that  age,  or  the 
*day  of  marriage.  And  the  said  testator  directed,  that,  as  soon  r^qor 
as  his  daughters  respectively  should  have  attained  their  age  of  '' 
twenty-one  years,  or  be  married,  a  sufficient  part  of  her  share  and 
interest  of  and  in  the  said  trust-moneys  in  the  public  funds,  should  be  by 
the  said  trustees  so  settled  as  to  secure  to  her  the  certain  payment  of  an 
annuity  or  clear  yearly  sum  of  50{.,for  her  life,  for  her  sole  and  separate 
use  and  benefit,  and  totally  exempted  from  the  debts,  etigagements, 
power,  intermeddling,  or  control  of  any  person  with  whom  she  then  had, 
or  should  thereafter  intermarry,  and  that  her  receipts  alone  should  be  a 
full  and  sufficient  release  and  discharge  for  the  same,  notwithstanding 
her  coverture;  and  that  the  stock  and  principal  sums  whereon  and 
whereby  the  said  annuities  to  his  said  daughters  respectively  should  be 
secured,  should  and  might  be  at  the  disposal  of  each  of  them  his  said 
daughters  at  and  from  the  time  of  her  decease,  and  should  thenceforth 
become  and  be  payable  to  such  person  or  persons,  and  at  such  time  or 
times,  and  in  such  parts,  shares,  and  proportions,  and  to  and  for  such 
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uses,  intents,  and  purposes,  and  subject  to  such  restrictions  and  contin- 
gencies, and  in  manner  and  form,  as  his  daughters  respectively,  in  and 
bj  their  respective  last  wills  and  testaments  in  writing,  by  them  to  be 
respectively  duly  made  and  published  in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested 
by  J  two  or  more  credible  witnesses^  and  which  will  they  thereby  severally 
had  a  power,  or  were  intended  to  be  authorized  and  empowered,  to  make, 
should  or  might  give  or  bequeath,  or  order,  direct,  limit,  or  appoint  the 
same ;  and,  in  default,  or  for  want,  of  any  such  gift  or  bequest,  or  direc- 
tion or  appointment  as  aforesaid,  then,  as  to  the  part  or  share  of  the  said 
stocks  or  securities  from  the  interest  or  dividends  whereof  the  said 
annuity  became  and  was  payable  to  the  daughter  so  dying  intestate  in 
*9^f)1  ^^^^  respect  as  aforesaid,  the  same  was  to  '*'go  and  be  divided  be- 
^  tween  and  among  her  own  lawful  issue,  if  any  should  survive  her, 
in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  share  and  share  alike  if  more  than  one, 
and,  if  but  one,  then  to  such  only  child,  with  the  like  benefit  of  survi- 
vorship, and  to  be  payable  to  them  respectively  at  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  the  interest  or  dividends,  or  such  part. thereof  as  should  be 
necessary,  in  the  mean  time  to  be  applied  for  and  towards  the  clothing, 
maintenance,  and  education  of  such  child  or  children  as  aforesaid ;  and, 
if  no  such  lawful  issue  her  surviving,  or,  being  any,  all  of  them  should 
depart  this  life  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  the  same  to  go 
and  be  divided  between  and  among  the  lawful  issue  of  his  said  other 
children,  with  the  like  benefit  of  survivorship,  and  to  become  payable  to 
them  respectively  in  like  manner  as  aforesaid ;  and,  in  default  of  such 
issue,  to  go  unto  his,  the  said  testator's,  next  of  kin,  in  manner  and  form 
as  by  the  statutes  of  distributions  directed. 

The  said  John  Hill  died  in  the  month  of  November,  1816 ;  and  his 
said  will  was  duly  proved  in  the  prerogative  court  of  the  Archbishop  of 
Canterbury,  by  the  said  Mary  Hill,  Thomas  Dickinson,  and  John  King, 
the  executors  therein  named. 

Eliza  Hill,  one  of  the  eight  children  of  the  testator,  in  1826  inter- 
married with  Joseph  Milbank,  and  the  said  Joseph  Milbank  shortly  after- 
wards died,  and  there  was  not  any  issue  of  the  said  marriage.  The  said 
Eliza  Milbank,  formerly  Eliza  Hill,  on  the  2d  of  June,  1880,  intermarried 
with  William  Johns. 

Thomas  Dickinson  and  John  King,  as  the  surviving  executors  and 
trustees  of  the  said  testator's  said  will,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  direc- 
tions in  the  said  will,  invested  part  of  the  share  of  the  said  Eliza,  the 
wife  of  the  said  William  Johns,  in  the  residuary  personal  estate  of  the 
*d371  ^^^^  testator,  in  the  purchase  of  the  sum  of  *1428{.  11«.  6(2.  new 
^  three-and-a-half  per  cent,  annuities,  in  their  joint  names,  the 
dividends  upon  which  sum  produced  the  yearly  sum  of  50Z. 

Shortly  after  the  marriage  of  William  Johns,  an  indenture,  dated  the 
2d  of  March,  1831,  and  purporting  to  be  made  between  the  said  Thomas 
Dickinson  and  John  Kmg,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  William  Johns 
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arid  Eliza  his  wife,  of  the  other  part,  was  executed  by  the  said  Tliomas 
Dickinson  and  John  King, — whereby,  after  reciting  the  said  will  of  the 
said  testator,  and  the  facts  hereinbefore  stated,  it  was  witnessed  that  the 
said  Thomas  Dickinson  and  John  King  did,  for  themselves,  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  coyenant  and  declare  with  and  to  the 
said  William  Johns  and  Eliza  his  wife,  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  that  they  the  said  Thomas  Dickinson  and  John  King,  their 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  and  would  stand  and  be 
possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  said  sum  of  1428Z.  Il8.  6(2.  new  3} 
per  cent,  annuities,  invested  by  them  as  aforesaid,  and  which  then  stood 
in  their  joint  names  in  the  books  of  the  governor  and  company  of  the 
Bank  of  England,  and  of  and  in  the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  pro- 
duce thereof,  upon  and  for  the  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  and  with, 
under,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes,  and  declarations  in  and  by 
the  thereinbefore-recited  will  of  the  said  John  Hill  expressed  and  declared 
of  and  concerning  the  trust-moneys,  stocks,  funds,  and  securities  directed 
to  be  set  apart  for  the  securing  of  an  annuity  of  507.  for  the  life  of  the 
said  Eliza  Johns,  as  one  of  the  daughters  of  the  said  testator. 

The  said  Eliza  Johns  departed  this  life  on  the  2Sd  of  October,  1841, 
haying  previously  made  and  signed  a  document  or  instrument  in  writing, 
dated  the  24th  of  February,  1881,  in  the  words  and  figures  following: — 

**  In  the  name  of  God,  amen.  This  is  the  last  will  *and  testa-  p^Qoo 
ment  of  me,  Eliza  Johns,  the  wife  of  William  Johns,  woolstapler,  ^ 
of  Chelmsford.  I  thank  God,  I  am  in  health  both  of  mind  and  body ; 
but  I  think  it  my  duty  to  make  my  will,  in  case  I  should  die  before  my 
dear  husband,  in  order  to  preyent  any  dispute.  I  giv-e  and  bequeath  to 
my  dear  husband,  the  said  William  Johns,  woolstapler,  of  Chelmsford, 
all  that  I  do  and  shall  or  will  hereafter  be  entitled  to,  or  shall  possess, 
at  his  whole  and  sole  disposal ;  and  I  do  appoint  and  fix  my  dear  hus- 
band,  the  said  William  Johns,  woolstapler,  of  Chelmsford,  my  whole  and 
sole  executor :  And  may  the  Lord  be  with  him,  and  bless  him  in  all  his 
undertakings,  is  the  sincere  prayer  of  his  afiectionate  wife. 

^^  Signed  by  me,  Eliza  Johns, 
"  Feb.  24th,  1881,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord. 

''  In  the  presence  of  two  witnesses, 

*<  Thomas  Milbank,  Ironmonger,  Chelmsford, 
"Mart  Ann  Barnard." 

• 

On  the  80th  of  May,  1844,  the  said  William  Johns  proved  the  said 
will  of  his  said  wife,  in  the  prerogative  court  of  the  Archbishop  of 
Canterbury. 

Mary  Ann  Newell,  formerly  Mary  Ann  Barnard,  a  witness  sworn  and 
examined  in  a  suit  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  in  which  William 
Johns  was  the  complainant,  and  Thomas  Dickinson  and  others  were  the 
defendants,  deposed  that  the  said  Eliza  Johns  signed  the  document  pro- 

voL.  vin.— 78  8  C 
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duced  and  shown  to  the  deponent,  and  declared  it  to  be  her  will,  at  the 
time  it  bears  date,  in  the  joint  presence  of  the  witness  and  of  Thomas 
Milbank  of  Chelmsford,  Ironmonger ;  that  the  witness  did  not  remember 
that  the  said  Eliza  Johns  did  anythiiig  on  that  occasion,  as  regarded 
the  said  produced  document,  except  that,  when  she  had  signed  it,  and 
declared  it  to  be  her  will,  she  handed  it  over  to  Mr.  Milbank  and  the 
witness  to  sign  it ;  she  at  the  same  time  observed  that  she  gave  all  she 
*Qqq-i  °^igl^t  die  ""possessed  of  to  her  husband,  and  that  the  witness  and  . 

J  the  said  Thomas  Milbank  might  one  day  be  called  upon  to  prove 
the  paper ;  that  the  witness  and  the  said  Thomas  Milbank  then  signed 
their  respective  names  or  signatures  to  the  said  produced  will,  as  wit- 
nesses thereto,  in  the  presence  of  the  said  Eliza  Jolms  and  of  each  othw ; 
and  that  the  name  or  signature  ^^Mary  Ann  Barnard,*'  which  is  signed  . 
to  the  said  will,  as  one  of  the  witnesses  thereto,  and  which  was  her  then 
name,  was  in  the  witness's  own  handwriting,  and  the  name  or  signature 
''  Thomas  Milbank/'  signed  to  the  said  will,  as  the  other  witness  thereto, 
was  of  the  handwriting  of  the  said  Thomas  Milbank. 

Thomas  Milbank,  a  witness  also  sworn  and  examined  in  the  said  suit 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  deposed  that  the  document  produced  and  shown 
to  him  was  signed  by  the  said  Eliza  Johns,  and  declared  to  be  her  will, 
at  the  time  it  bears  date,  in  the  joint  presefice  of  the  witness  and  Mary 
Ann  Barnar(f,  afterwards  Mrs.  Newell,  the  wife  of  John  Newell ;  that 
the  said  Mrs.  Johns  then  handed  the  said  document  to  the  witness  and 
the  said  Mary  Ann  Barnard,  in  order  that  they  might  attest  it ;  that  the 
witness  and  the  said  Mary  Ann  Barnard  then  accordingly  signed  their 
respective  names  or  signatures  to  the  said  produced  will,  as  witnesses 
thereto,  in  the  presence  of  the  said  Eliza  Johns,  and  of  each  other ;  and 
that  the  name  or  signature  ^^  Thomas  Milbank,"  signed  to  the  said  pro- 
duced will,  as  one  of  the  witnesses  thereto,  was  of  the  witness's  own  hand- 
writing, and  the  name  or  signature  ^^  Mary  Ann  Barnard,"  signed  to  the 
said  produced  will,  as  the  other  witness  thereto,  was  of  the  handwriting 
of  the  said  Mary  Ann  Barnard,  afterwards  Mrs.  Newell. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  iff,  whether  the  document  or 

*Qini  ^^B^i^^^i^®^^  ^^  ^^^  2^^b  ^f  February,  *1831,  was  a  due  execution 
-I  of  the  power  given  to  Eliza  Johns,  as  one  of  the  daughters  of  John 
Hill,  by  the  said  will  of  John  Hill,  dated  the  24th  of  February,  1812; 

W.  Bigg  J  for  the  plaintiff.  The  power  here  does  not  require  the  will 
to  be  signed  by  the  testatrix :  it  is  to  be  ^'  duly  made  and  published  in 
the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses." 
In  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury,  6  M.  &  G.  886,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  66, 10 
Clark.  &  Fin.  340, — where  all  the  earlier  authorities  are  discussed, — it 
was  held  that  a  power  of  appointment  ^^  by  &  will  to  be  signed,  sealed, 
and  published  by  A.  B.,  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  three  credi*. 
ble  witnesses,"  w^  well  executed  by  an  instrument  concluding  thus, — 
^'I  declare  this  only  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament.     InwitMsa  . 


wliereof,  I  have,  to  this  mj  hurt  will  and  testitment,  set  tnj  hand  and 
•  gealy  this  12th  of  December,  1789 ;"  snoh  ingtroment  being  signed  bj  A. 
B.9  and  a  seal  appearing  opposite  to  snch  signature,  and  the  urords^ 
^^  Witness,  G.  D.,  E.  F.,  G.  H.,"  appearing  in  the  usual  place  of  attesta- 
r  tion,  and  it  being  shown,  by  extrinsic  evidence,  that  the  instrument  was, 
ia  fact,  so  signed,  sealed,  and  published.  Maule,  J.,  in  the  opinion 
^giren  by  him  in  answer  to  the  questions  propounded  to  the  judges, 
^ys  :{a)  '^  All  that  is  required  to  make  a  good  execution  by  will,  is,  that 
'  the  will  be  in  writing,  signed,  sealed,  and  published  in  the  presence  of, 
and  attested  by,  three  credible  witnesses.  The  jury  have  found  that  the 
(will  was  signed  and  sealed  and  published  in  the  presence  of  three  per- 
t  sons  whom  it  names,  and  that  it  was  attested  by  them  in  the  manner 
.which  appears  in  the  instrument,  which  is,  by  writing  their  names  under 
♦the  word  'witness.'  The  will,  on  the  face  of  it,  professes  to  be  p^q^| 
signed,  sealed,  and  published*  Considering  this  case  independ-  '- 
ently  of  authority,  I  could  feel  no  doubt  that  the  will  was  a  good  execu- 
tion of  the  power,  inaamuch  as  it  is  signed,  sealed,  and  published  in  the 
presence  of  and  attested  by  three  witnesses ;  which  are  all  the  conditions 
imposed  by  the  instrument  conferring  the  power ;  for,  I  cannot  doubt 
that  the  substantive  to  which  the  participle  '  attested'  is  to  be  referred,  is 
the  will  which  is  mentioned^  not  signature,  execution,  &c.,  which  are  not 
mentioned.'*  [GressweIiL,  J.  All  the  cases  upon  this  subject  were  cited 
in  Vincent  v.  The  Bishop  of  Sodor  and  Man,  ant^,  p.  905,  where  we  held 
A  power  under  similar  circumstances  to  have  been  well  executed.  Taunge. 
The  Vice-chancellor  (Sir  Jaheb  WiaRAH),  being  disappointed  at  this 
OQurt'a  sending  a  mere  certificate  in  that  case,  and  giving  no  reasons  for 
the  opinion  to  which  they  came,  sent  another  case  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  which  is  now  pending.(()]  This  is,  within  all  the 
cases,  a  good  exercise  of  the  power.  [Mauls,  J.  The  objection  here 
will  be,  that  it  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  will,  that  it  was  pulh 
likhed.']  It  is  submitted  that  that  does  sufficiently  appear.  In  Mackin- 
ley  V.  Sison,  8  Sim.  561,  the  testator  gave  to  trustees  a  sum  of  Zper  cents, 
in  trust  for  his  daughter  for  life,  and,  after  her  decease,  in  trust  for  such 
persons  and  for  such  purposes  as  she  should,  either  by  deed,  or  by  her 
will,  signed  and  published  by  her  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  two 
witnesses,  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  in  trust  for  children ; 
but,  if  she  should  leave  no  child,  then  in  truat  for  the  testator's 
♦other  daughters  and  their  children.  The  daughter,  by  her  will,  t-^q^o 
which  was  expressed  to  be  signed  and  seahd  only^  but  which  was  ■- 
attested  by  three  witnesses,  gave  several  pecuniary  legacies,  and  directed 
them  to  be  paid  out  of  the  moneys  invested  in  her  name  in  the  4  per  cent, 
government  securities.     The  daughter  died  unmarried.     She  had  no  4 

(a)  6  M.  A  a.  408,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  86, 10  Clark,  k  Fin.  360. 

(6)  The  oaae  of  Vincent «.  The  Bishop  of  Sodor  and  Man,  baa  aiooe  been  argued  in  the  Coait 
of  Bxohequer,  and  a  certificate  giren  in  oonformity  with  that  giren  by  thia  ooort^  bat  acoompaniod 
bjriMtoni. 
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per  eewU.  sUnding  in  her  name,  nor  ivm  there  an jthing  to  satisfy  iSLt 
legacies,  except  the  3  per  eente.  standing  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  f£ 
her  father's  wilL    It  was  held  that  the  power  was  not  confined  to  the 
daughter's  children,  but  was  general ;  and  that  her  will  was  a  dne  exeeo- 
tion  of  it    The  Yice-Chancellor  (Sir  L.  Shabwell)  there  sajs :  ^^  I  find 
no  legal  definition  or  explanation  of  the  meaniog  of  the  term  '  publico 
tion ;'  and,  therefore,  if  it  appears  that  a  testatrix  has  prodnced  her  will 
to  witnesses,  and  has  signed  and  sealed  it  in  their  presence,  and  thej 
hare  attested  that  she  has  done  so,  I  most  take  it  that  she  has  published 
the  document  in  their  presence."     So,  in  Bartholomew  v.  Harris,  15 
Sim.  78,  a  will,  in  order  to  be  a  good  exercise  of  a  power,  was  required 
to  be  Btgned  and  publisJied  hj  the  donee,  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested 
by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses.     The  donee  made  a  will,  which  was 
signed  by  her,  and  was  attested  thns — ^^  We,  the  undersigned,  attest  to 
■have  seen  the  above  testator  sign  the  above  will:"  and  it  was  held  that 
that  clause  was,  in  efiect,  an  attestation  to  the  publication  as  well  as  to 
'the  signature  of  the  will,  and,  consequently,  that  the  power  was  well 
exercised.     Stanhope  v.  Kier,  2  Sim.  k  Stu.  37,(a)  and  Moodie  v.  Beid, 
.i^QAo-%  '^  Taunt.  355  (and  see  1  Madd.  516),(i)  *are,  in  effect,  overruled 
-'  by  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury :  and,  if  they  are  still  to  be  con- 
sidered as  law,  they  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  present  argument.    In 
Ward  V.  Swift,  1  0.  &  M.  171,  by  indenture  of  lease  and  release,  certain 
premises  were  conveyed  to  A.  and  his  wife,  after  other  uses,  to  such  uses 
as  M.  S.,  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  any  instrument  in 
writing  in  the  nature  of,  or  purporting  to  be  her  will,  or  by  any  codicO 
to  be  by  her  dulp  executed  and  published  under  her  hand  and  sea/,  m 
the  presence  of^  and  attested  by^  three  or  more  credible  mtnessesj  notwith- 
standing her  coverture,  &c.,  should  direct,  limit,  or  appoint,  &c.     M.  S. 
signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  as  and  for  her  last  will  and  testament,  an 
instrument  which  concluded  and  was  attested  as  follows : — ''  In  witness 
whereof,  I  have  set  my  hand  and  seal  thereto,  this  5th  day  of  August, 
1801,  in  the  presence  of  the  underwritten,  Mary  Swift  (L.  S.)     Signed, 
scaled,  and  delivered  this  5th  day  of  August,  1801,  as  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  the  said  testatrix  M.  S.,  who,  in  her  presence,  and  in  the 
presence  of  each  other,  have  put  our  names  as  witnesses  thereof.     H.  F., 
J.  F.,  B.  F. :"  and  it  was  held  that  the  power  was  well  executed ;  dek- 
very  being  equivalent  to  publication.     Upon  these  authorities,  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  all  has  been  done  here  that  was  required  to  make  this  will  a 
good  and  valid  exercise  of  the  power. 

(a)  Where  a  power  woe  to  be  exercised  bj  a  will  nffnttl  and  pubUthcd  in  the  preseooe  of,  aB4 
nttesiod  hj,  three  witnesses  : — Held,  that  a  will  concluding  with  this  declaration — '*This  is  mj 
last  will  and  testament/'  and  expressed  to  be  •fgned  bj  the  testatrix  in  the  presence  of  thrM 
attesting  witnesses,  was  net  a  good  appointment,  becaose  the  publication  was  not  attested. 

(6)  An  appointment  by  will  was  thus  made :  "  These  my  last  bequeaths,  signed  by  me  this  4A 
of  Vebmary,  1812.  8.  H.  Witness,  B.  H.  and  J.  II."  The  testatrix  told  each  of  the  witnesses 
that  that  paper  was  her  will  :<— Held,  that  this  was  not  a  fofficient  execution  of  the  power. 
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The  next  question  srises  under  these  circumstances :  Elisa  Johns  had 
power  to  dispose  of  a  sum  of  1428/.  11a.  6d.  new  3^  per  cent  anniti- 
ties.  By  her  will  she  makes  a  general  bequest  of  the  whole  of  her 
^property.  She  being  at  the  time  a  married  woman,  her  will  r4eg44 
could  only  operate  upon  this  money.  [Maule,  J.  I  do  not  find 
that  the  case  negatives  her  having  other  property.  The  general  rule  is, 
that,  to  be  an  execution  of  the  power,  the  will  or  other  instrument  must 
refer  to  the  power  or  to  the  subject.]  K  nothing  else  be  shown  upon 
wl4lh  the  will  could  operate,  it  will  be  assumed  that  it  intended  to  deal 
with  that  which  was  the  subject  of  the  power.  In  Gurteis  t;.  Kenrick,  9 
Sim.  443,  3  M.  &;  W.  461,  by  a  marriage-settlement,  freehold  lands  were 
conveyed  to  trustees  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  husband  and  wife,  for 
her  separate  use,  and  the  other  moiety  to  the  husband,  and,  after  the 
decease  of  one  of  them,  to  the  use  of  the  survivor,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  children  of  the  marriage,  with  remainder,  in  default  of  such 
issue,  if  the  wife  should  survive  the  husband,  to  the  use  of  her  in  fee, 
but,  if  not,  then  to  such  uses,  &c.,  as  she,  notwithstanding  her  cover- 
ture, by  her  will,  by  her  signed  and  published  in  the  presence  of,  and 
attested  by,  three  or  more  credible  witnesses,  should  appoint,  and,  in 
default  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  her  in  fee.  The  wife  died  in  her 
husband's  lifetime,  having  made  a  will  which  purported  to  be  signed, 
sealed,  and  delivered  by  her,  and  by  which,  without  referring  to  any 
power,  she  gave  all  the  property  of  which  she  was  possessed,  whether 
real  or  personal,  and  also  her  reversionary  interest  or  interests  in  any 
property  or  properties  whatsoever,  to  her  husband.  And  it  was  held 
that  the  will  was  a  due  execution  of  the  power  given  to  the  wife  by 
the  settlement.  [Maule,  J.  Suppose  the  wife  had  several  powers?] 
This  would  be  a  good  execution  of  them  all.  [Maule,  J.  The  affirma- 
tive is  on  the  plaintiff :  if  the  matter  is  left  doubtful,  the  plaintiff  must 
'''fail.]  Ghurchhill  v,  Dibben,  2  Ld.  Ken.,  2d  part,  68,  is  also  an  rit^qAfi 
authority  to  show  that  this  is  a  due  exercise  of  the  power.  ^ 

Tounge,  for  the  defendant.  The  power  in  this  case  is  to  be  exercised 
by  a  will,  to  be  '^  duly  made  and  publishedy  in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be 
attested  by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses."  Mrs.  John's  will,  there- 
fore, which  was  signed  and  attested,  but  not  '^  published,."  is  not  a  due 
exercise  of  the  power.  In  Moodie  v.  Reid,  the  power  was  to  be  exercised 
by  a  will  ^^  signed  and  published ;"  and  the  appointment  was  made  thus, 
— <<  These  my  last  bequeaths,  signed  by  me  this  4th  Feb.  1812.  S.  M. 
Witness,  B.  H.  and  J.  H. :"  the  testatrix  told  each  of  the  witnesses  that 
that  paper  was  her  will ;  and  this  court  held  that  the  will  was  not  a  suffi- 
cient execution  of  the  power.  Gibbs,  G.  J.,  there  says:  ^' Here,  the 
power  is  to  be  exercised  by  a  will  signed  and  published.  Therefore,  there 
must  be  some  publication  here :  the  will  must  be  signed,  published,  and 
attested ;  and  there  must  therefore  be  some  attestation  here  of  signing 
and  publication.     Though  the  most  respected  late  chief  justice  of  this 

3o2 
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court  (Sir  James  MAKsraiL]))  differed  from  the  other  judges  in  Wright 
V.  Wakeford,  4  Taunt.  213, 17  Yes.  454,  it  is  established  by  that  case^  that 
the  witnesses  most  attest  everything  that  is  necessary  for  the  execution 
of  the  power*  Here,  the  witnesses  have  clearly  attested  the  signing : 
the  question  is,  whether  they  have  attested  the  other  formality,  of  publi- 
cation, in  attesting  the  signing.  If  the  act  of  the  testatrix  in  calling  on 
the  witnesses  to  attest  her  will,  be  a  publication  of  it,  then  their  attesting 
that  she  signed  it  attests  the  publication  also,  because  they  attest  that  by 
which  she  publishes  it.  I  called  on  the  bar  to  say  what  publStioii 
i^CkAcrx  *wa8:  I  do  not  wonder  that  I  had  no  answer;  for,  though  the 
-I  parties  use  the  term  publication,  it  is  a  term,  in  this  sense,  unknown 
to  the  law.  I  know  what  publication  is,  if  spoken  of  many  things ;  as, 
for  instance,  of  a  libel.  I  know  what  an  uttering  is;  if  a  man  puts  forth 
base  money,  in  certain  cases  it  is  an  uttering :  but  I  do  not  know  what 
the  publication  of  a  will  is.  I  can  only  suppose  it  to  be  that  by  which 
a  person  designates  that  he  means  to  give  effect  to  a  paper  as  his  wiU.'' 
It  is  suggested,  on  the  other  side,  that  that  case,  and  also  the  case  of 
Stanhope  v,  Keir,  are  overruled  by  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury.  There, 
however,  the  will  in  fact  purported  to  be  ptiblished  by  the  testatrix. 
Here,  there  is  no  evidence  of  publication  at  all, — ^none  is  mentioned  in 
the  attestation :  the  fact  of  publication  is  sought  to  be  supplied  by  extrin- 
sic evidence.  [Maule,  J.  Where  signing  is  not  in  terms  required,  is 
not  the  signing  in  the  presence  of  witnesses  a  sufficient  publication?] 
After  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spilsbury,  it  would  be  difficult  to  contend  that 
it  is  not ;  though  it  is  to  be  observed  that  Mr.  Baron  Bolfb  there  takes 
a  different  position  from  that  assumed  by  Mr.  Justice  Maulb.  [Maulb, 
J.  But  one  which  is  not  inconsistent  with  it.  What  have  you  to  say  on 
the  other  point  ?] 

A  will  of  a  married  woman,  to  be  a  good  exercise  of  a  power,  must  either 
refer  to  the  power  which  it  professes  to  exercise,  or  to  the  subject-matter  on 
which  the  power  was  intended  to  operate,—- or  it  must  distinctly  appear  that 
there  is  no  other  property  upon  which  the  will  could  operate.  The  autho- 
rities on  this  point  are  clear  and  consistent.  Thus,  in  Nannock  v.  Horton, 
7  Yes.  891,  it  was  held,  that  a  power  of  appointment  was  not  executed  by  a 
will  having  np  reference  to  the  power,  or  to  the  subject  of  it;  and  that  the 
*QAT\  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  inquire  *into  the  circumstances  of  the  property.  In 
-I  Jones  V.  Tucker,  2  Meriv.  633,  M.  M.  gave  to  the  defendant  all 
her  freehold  and  copyhold  estates,  upon  trust  to  permit  E.  S.  to  receive 
the  rents,  &c.,  during  her  life ;  and,  after  her  death,  to  sell,  and,  out  of 
the  produce,  to  pay  lOOZ.  to  such  person  as  she  should  by  will  appoint. 
S.  S.,  by  will,  without  reference  to  the  power,  gave  1007.,  and  the  whole  of 
her  household  furniture,  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  charged  by  the  bill,  and 
not  denied,  that  the  testatrix  had  no  personal  property,  at  the  time  of  her 
deathy  besides  some  household  furniture  to  a  very  small  amount  in  value ; 
but  no  evidence  was  gone  into ;  and  an  inquiry  was  asked  as  to  the  state 


8  MANNING,  6BAN0BB,  ft  SCOTT.  947 

of  the  property  at  the  time  of  making  the  unllj  with  the  view  of  ascer- 
taining  that  the  testatrix  must  have  intended  the  gift  of  the  lOOZ.  as  an 
execution  of  her  power.  But  the  inquiry  was  refused,  and  the  hill  dis- 
missed. Again,  in  Jones  v.  Curry,  1  Swanst.  66,  it  was  held,  that  the 
will  (attested  hy  three  witnesses)  of  a  person  having  a  power  to  dispose 
of  a  fund  consisting  partly  of  real  estates  and  partly  of  household  furni- 
ture, linen,  and  plate,  containing  a  gift  of  ^^  all  my  estates  and  effects  of 
whatsoever  denomination,"  and  of  '^my  household  furniture,  with  linen 
and  plate," — ^was  not  an  execution  of  the  power.  And  in  Webb  r. 
Honnor,  1  Jac.  &  W.  352,  a  testator,  having  a  general  power  over  a  sum 
in  the  funds,  limited,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  his  children,  and 
having  no  other  fundec^  property,  bequeathed  all  his  personal  estate, 
^*  consisting  of  money  invested  in  any  of  the  public  funds,  household 
furniture,  &;c.  :*'  and  it  was  held,  that  this  was  not  an  execution  of  the 
power ;  and  that  the  circumstance  of  his  having  no  other  funded  property, 
was  not  to  be  adverted  to,  on  the  question  whether  the  testator  was  or 
was  not  executing  the  power.  Lovell  v.  Knight,  8  Sim.  275,  is  *pre-  r-^Q^r> 
cisely  in  point :  there  a  married  woman,  having  power  to  appoint  ^ 
leaseholds  and  stock,  by  her  will,  executed  and  attested  as  required  by 
the  power,' but  not  referring  to  it,  gave  to  her  husband  the  whole  of  her 
property  both  real  and  personal,  and  whatsoever  she  might  possess  at  her 
decease:,  and  it  was  held  not  to  be  an  execution  of  the  power.  The 
Vice-chancellor  (Sir  L.  Shadwsll),  said :  ^'  The  question,  as  it  appears 
to  me,  is,  whether  I  can  take  this  testamentary  instrument  to  be  anything 
else  than  a  general  will  by  the  testatrix,  meaning  to  dispose  of  all  her 
property,  in  general  terms.  Here,  there  is  no  specific  enumeration  of 
the  articles  of  property  intended  to  be  disposed  of;  but  she  affects  to 
give  ^  the  whole  of  my  property,  both  real  and  personal,  and  whatsoever 
I  may  possess  at  the  time  of  my  decease.*  Now,  I  do  not  think,  that, 
if  this  person  had  intended  to  dispose  of  all  her  property,  more  compre- 
hensive and  general  terms  could  have  been  selected  than  are  here  used  : 
and  I  apprehend  it  to  be  perfectly  clear,  that,  wherever  a  will  is  couched 
in  such  terms  as  that,  upon  the  face  of  it,  it  appears  to  express  an  inten- 
tion to  pass  the  general  property  which  may  belong  to  the  party  making 
the  will,  such  a  will  shall  not  be  deemed  an  execution  of  the  power  with 
regard  to  any  specific  property."  And  in  Lempriere  v.  Valpy,  5  Sim. 
108,  121,  the  same  learned  Judge  says :  ^^  It  cannot  be  assumed  on  prin- 
ciple, that  the  will  of  a  feme  covert  is,  of  necessity,  altogether  inoperative 
as  a  will*  And  no  case  has  been  quoted,  nor,  at  the  hearing,  did  I  recol- 
lect any,  nor  have  I  since  been  able  to  find  any,  in  which  it  has  been  held 
that  the  will  of  a  feme  covert,  professing  to  give  all  her  property,  in 
general  terms,  must  be  taken  to  be  an  execution  of  mere  powers  whxdi 
she  nay  possess.  If  any  such  case  had  existed,  the  counsel  for  the 
pl«ntifl^(a)  whose  aUe  Treatise  on  the  Doctrine  of  Powers  is  so  well 

(a)  Sir  Edward  S^dm. 
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^  known  to  the  profession,  would  harve  named  it."     *It  is  possible 

-I  here  that  the  testatrix  may  have  had  other  property  upon  which 
the  will  could  operate :  she  might  have  savings.  [Maule,  J.  Or,  she 
may  have  intended  to  save, — ^which  i^  the  more  probable  conjecture, 
seeing  the  amount  of  her  annuity !]  If  she  had  none,  that  fact  ought  to 
have  appeared  on  the  plaintiff's  case. 

W.  Biffg^  in  reply.  As  to  the  first  point,  the  case  comes  completely 
within  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  in  Burdett  v.  Doe  d.  Spils- 
bury.  Signing,  or  sealing,  and  delivering  a  will  in  the  presence  of  a 
third  person,  is  a  publicatwn.  This  instrument  purports  to  be  Mrs. 
Johns's  last  will  and  testament :  the  mere  fact,  therefore,  of  her  signing 
it  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  was  a  publication,  and  consequently 
the  will  was  a  valid  exercise  of  the  power. 

As  to  the  second  point, — ^Nannock  v.  Horton,  Jones  v.  Tucker,  Jones 
V.  Curry,  and  Webb  v,  Honnor,  were  all  cases  of  the  execution  of  powers 
by  persons  not  being  under  any  disability.  The  only  cases  upon  the 
subject  that  have  any  application,  are  Churchill  v.  Dibben,  Curteis  v* 
Kenrick,  Lovell  t;.  Knight,  and  Lempriere  v,  Yalpy.  Consistently  with 
the  two  former,  the  court  will,  it  is  submitted,  hold  that  this  will  is  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  power. 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent  to  the  Vice-chancellor :— 

^'  This  case  hafi  been  argued  before  us  by  counsel :  we  have  considered 
it,  and  are  of  opinion  that  the  document  or  instrument  in  question,  was 
not  a  due  execution  of  the  power  in  question. 

« W.  H.  Maule. 
**C.  Crbsswbll. 

"B.  V.  WlLUAMS/' 


*950]  •IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  LOEDS. 

BENSON  V.  CHAPMAN.     Dee.  4. 

The  ship  Lord  Coehnme,  with  a  cargo  on  board,  left  Pernamhaeoy  on  a  Toyage  to  Urorpool^  ob 
the  29th  of  Jane,  1839 :  in  proceeding  oat  of  the  harbour  at  Pemambnoo,  she  stmok  on  a  roek» 
and  was  obliged  to  put  back  to  be  repaired :  the  master,  after  sereral  surveys,  and  with  tha 
cononrrenoe  of  the  persons  to  whom  he  had  been  addressed  bj  the  owner  to  proonre  a  eargOy 
proceeded  to  repair  the  ship,  the  repairs  continuing  firom  the  20th  of  June,  1839,  till  the  4th 
of  January  following:  the  expenses  of  the  repairs  amounted  to  7132^  3«.  8(2.,  a  sum  much 
exceeding  the  value  of  the  ship  and  Areight,  and  which  sum  the  master,  not  being  able  to 
procure  it  in  any  other  manner,  was  compelled  to  borrow  on  bottomry,  and  accordingly  exeented 
a  bottomry-bond,  charging  the  ship,  freight,  and  cargo :  the  cargo,  which  had  been  necessarily 
taken  out  during  the  repairs,  was  reshipped,  and  the  ship  sailed  on  the  6th  of  January,  1840, 
and  arrived  with  Uie  cargo  at  Liverpool :  the  obligees  of  the  bottomry-bond  roooivod  the  freight, 
under  a  decne  of  the  court  of  Admiralty.  It  did  not  appear  when  the  owner  was  first  infcnnad 
of  the  accident  to  the  ship ;  but  it  appeared  that  a  letter  from  Pernambuco,  dated  the  14th  o^ 
November,  1839,  and  received  on  the  80th  of  December,  containing  an  intimation  that  **  the 
Lord  Coehrane's  expenses  wcro  likely  to  exceed  &000t,  with  commission,  discharging  and 
reloading  cargo,  Ac, "  was  jhown  to  him,  and  that,  on  the  same  day,  he  gave  notioe  of  abatt4«a> 
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ai«»t  of  the  ship  aad  freight  to  the  reapeetiTe  nnderwriten  on  each,  and  did  not  interfere  ta 
•o J  way  afterwardf  in  recpect  of  either  ihip  or  freight 

In  an  action  against  the  nnderwriters  on  freight,  claiming  for  a  total  loss,  by  a  special  Terdiel^ 
setting  out  the  above  faets,  the  jnry  fonnd  that  the  plaintiiT  had  aoted  bondjide,  without  laekm 
and  as  a  prndent  owner  of  the  ship  and  freight^  if  nninsared,  wonld  hare  acted:— 

Held, — affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber, — that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  in  respect  either  of  a  total  or  of  a  partial  lose  of  fVeight,-^the  freight  baring  aotnallj 
been  earned,  and  Its  receipt  bj  the  obligee  of  the  bottomiy-bond  being,  in  law,  a  receipt  by 
the  plaintiff. 

Held  also,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master,  in  ease  of  damage  to  the  ship,  to  do  all  that  can  be 
done  towards  bringing  the  adventure  to  a  snecessfVil  termination, — to  repair  the  ship,  if  there 
be  a  reasonable  prospect  of  doing  so  at  an  expense  not  minous, — and  to  bring  home  the  earge, 
and  earn  the  freight,  if  possible ;  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  finding  to  the  contrary,  it  must  be 
assumed  that  this  duty  has  been  properly  performed ;  that,  where  the  master  elects  to  repair, 
the  mere  fact  of  the  expenses  of  repair  ultimately  proving  to  be  greater  than  the  value  of  the 
ship,  would  not  be  sufficient  to  show  that  he  acted  beyond  the  scope  of  his  authority,  or  to 
entitle  the  owner  to  treat  him  as  ceasing  to  be  his  agent»  as  soon  as  he  commenced  the  repairs; 
and  that,  as  the  special  verdict  did  not  find  that  the  owner,  if  on  the  spot,  would  not  have 
repaired  the  ship,  the  court  could  not  infer  that  he  would  not  have  done  so. 

A  partial  loss  of  freight  may  be  recovered  upon  a  declaration  alleging  a  total  loss. 

Covenant.  Benson  (the  plaintiff  below,  as  well  as  plaintiff  in  error) 
declared  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  dated  the  12th  of  July,  18S9,  made 
by  the  defendant  *as  chairman  of  The  Neptune-Marine-Insurance  p^qr-i 
Company,  of  London,  in  relation  to  the  ship  Lord  Cochrane,  at  ^  "^ 
and  from  Pernambuco  to  Lirerpool,  ^^  on  freight  valned  at  2000^."  The 
declaration  further  alleged,  that,  on  the  12th  of  July,  1839,  certain 
goods  were  loaded  on  board  the  Lord  Cochrane  at  Pernambuco,  and  that 
the  ship  proceeded  therewith  on  her  Toyage ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  and 
one  William  J.  C.  Benson  were  interested  in  the  subject-matter  of  assur- 
ance ;  that  the  ship,  with  the  said  goods  on  board  thereof,  departed  and 
set  sail  from  Pernambuco  aforesaid,  and  that  during  the  continuance 
of  the  risks  in  the  policy  mentioned,  and  whilst  the  ship  was  proceeding 
on  her  said  voyage,  with  the  said  goods  so  on  board  of  her  as  aforesaid, 
and  whilst  she  was  leaving  the  harbour  of  Pernambuco  aforesaid,  to  wit, 
on,  &;c.,  the  ship  struck  and  was  driven,  by  the  perils  and  dangers  of  the 
seas,  and  the  violence  of  the  winds  and  waves,  against  and  upon  a  certain 
bank  and  reef  off  the  said  harbour  there,  and  thereby  then  became  and 
was  bulged,  strained,  broken,  damaged,  spoiled,  and  destroyed,  and  was 
thereby  wholly  disabled  from  proceeding  on  her  said  voyage,  and  became 
and  was  wholly  lost ;  that  by  means  thereof  the  said  freight  became  and 
was  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff;  that  of  all  the  premises  as  well  the 
defendant  as  the  said  company,  had  due  notice,  to  wit,  on  the  day  afore- 
said ;  that  the  plaintiff  thereupon  then  requested  the  defendant  to  pay 
to  him  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  2000/.  so  insured  by  him  as  afore- 
said, and  which  he  the  defendant,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  *and  t-^^q^o 
according  to  the  custom  of  merchants,  then  ought  to  have  paid  to  ■- 
the  plaintiff,  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  policy  of  insur- 
ance; and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  saidf>olicy  of  assur- 
ance, and  also  at  the  time  of  the  accruing  of  the  cause  of  action  in  that 
count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  amount  of  the  indindual  share  of 
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lum  the  defendant  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  said  company  exceeded 
$0002. ;  yet  that  the  defendant  did  not  then  pay,  nor  had  he  at  any  time 
thereafter  paid,  the  said  som  of  20002.,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plain* 
tiff,  but  had  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — ^first,  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  WHIiam 
J.  C.  Benson  were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  interested  in  the  said 
premises  in  the  said  policy  of  insurance  mentioned,  modo  et  formdj — 
secondly,  that  the  said  ship  was  not,  during  the  continuance  of  the  risks 
in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  wholly  lost,  modo  et  formdy — thirdly,  that 
the  said  freight  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  did  not  become  wholly  lost, 
modo  et  formdj — fourthly,  that  the  said  loss  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
did  not,  nor  did  any  part  thereof,  take  place,  nor  was  the  same  occa- 
sioned, by  the  adventures  and  perils  which  the  said  company  were  con- 
tented to  bear,  and  did  take  upon  them,  in  that  voyage,  modo  et  formdj — 
fifthly,  traverse  of  the  abandonment  alleged  in  the  declaration, — sixthly, 
a  set-off  of  40002.  for  money  had  and  received. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  five  pleas,  and  to  the  last  replied 
that  he  was  not  nor  is  indebted,  modo  et  formd.  -  Issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Erskikb,  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after 
Trinity  term,  1842,  a  verdict  was,  by  consent,  found  for  the  plaintifl^ 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  upon  a  special  case, 
*9531  ^'^^  liberty  to  either  party  to  turn  it  into  a  special  verdict, — "^it 
being  agreed,  that,  upon  the  argument  of  the  special  case,  the 
court  should  be  at  liberty  to  draw  all  inferences  whidi  in  their  opini<m 
ought  to  have  been  drawn  by  the  jury ;  and  that,  if  the  case  should 
afterwards  be  turned  into  a.  special  verdict,  those  inferences  should  be 
stated  therein  as  facts  found  by  the  jury. 

The  special  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  term,  1848 :  and  the 
judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  Tikdal,  C.  J.,  on  the  6th  of 
December,  in  that  year, — ^the  court  holding  that,  under  the  circumstances 
diflclosed,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  as  for  a  total  loss,  against 
the  underwriters  on  freight.(a) 

By  the  special  verdict, — which  was  ultimately  settled  by  Maulb,  J.,— « 
it  was  found, 

As  to  the  first  issue, — that  the  plaintiff  and  W.  J.  C.  Chapman  were 
interested  in  the  premises  in  the  said  policy  of  insurance  mentioned, 
in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  in  his  declaration  in  that  behalf 
alleged. 

As  to  the  second  issue, — ^that  the  said  ship  was,  during  the  continuance 
of  the  risks  in  the  policy  mentioned,  wholly  lost,  in  manner  and  form  as 
the  plaintiff  had  in  his  declaration  alleged. 

As  to  the  fifth  issue, — that  the  freight  so  insured  against  by  the  plain- 
tiff was  abandoipd,  in  manner  uid  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  in  his  decla« 
ration  alleged. 

(•)  Sm  Beiifloii  «^  Chapman,  S  If.  A  6. 19%,  7  Sootl^  K.  R.  6SS. 
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Ab  to  the  sixth  issue, — that  the  plaintiff  was  not  indebted  to  the 
defendant,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  defendant  had  in  his  last  plea 
alleged. 

As  to  the  third  issue, — that,  after  the  commencement,  and  during  the 
continuance  of  the  risk  insured  against  bj  the  policy  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  the  ship  in  question  being  at  Pemambuco  in  the  Brazils, 
^received  goods  on  board,  on  freight  for  Liverpool,  in  June,  r^orA 
1889 ;  the  amount  of  the  freight  of  which  goods  was  2200!.,  in 
which  goods  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  owner  of  the  ship  were  interested, 
as  in  the  declaration  mentioned :  That  the  ship,  being  thus  laden,  sailed 
from  Pemambuco  for  Liverpool,  on  the  voyage  insured  against,  on  the 
29th  of  June,  1839 :  That,  while  proceeding  out  of  the  harbour  at  Per- 
nambuco,  she,  by  perils  of  the  sea,  struck  on  a  rock  and  a  bank ;  the 
damage  produced  by  which  rendered  it  necessary  for  her  to  put  back  to 
Pemambuco  for  repair :  That  she  taas  so  put  back  to  Pemambuco  for 
repair;  but  there  being  no  dry-dock  there,  nor  any  other  means  of 
examining  the  ship,  to  ascertain  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  injury,  with 
a  view  to  the  requisite  repairs,  except  by  heaving  down,  it  became 
necessary  to  take  out  the  cargo,  and  heave  the  ship  down,  in  order  to 
make  that  examination :  That  the  said  cargo  was  taken  out,  and  the  ship 
thereupon  hove  down  accordingly;  whereupon,  several  surveys  were 
necessarily  made ;  and,  subsequently,  the  master  of  the  said  ship,  in  con- 
currence with  the  firm  of  M'Calmont  &  Co.,  of  Pemambuco  (to  whom,  on 
going  out  from  England,  he  had  been  directed  to  apply  for  cargo),  pro- 
ceeded to  cause  such  ship  to  be  repaired :  That  she  was  under  repair 
from  the  29th  of  June,  1889,  to  the  4th  of  January,  1840 :  That  Per- 
nambuco  is  a  place  very  inconvenient  and  expensive  for  the  repair  of 
ships :  That  the  repairs  so  done^  the  cost  of  which  amounted  to  7182Z.  3«. 
8d., — a  sum  exceeding  the  value  of  the  ship  andfreightj — were  necessarily 
hy  reason  of  the  damage  aforesaid^  in  order  to  make  the  ship  navigable^ 
and  in  a  condition  to  proceed  on  her  voyage :  That,  to  discharge  this 
sum,  every  reasonable  effort  was  made,  at  Pemambuco,  to  obtain  money 
from  various  persons  on  loan,  by  bottomry,  and  otherwise:  That  no 
money  could  be  obtained,  on  any  terms,  until  M'Calmont  ft  Go.  consented 
to  ^advance  7182{.  8«.  8(2.  on  bottomry,  at  20  per  cent,  premium ;  r^^grr 
and,  accordingly,  the  master  of  the  ship,  on  the  6th  of  January,  ^ 
1840,  at  Pemambuco,  executed  a  certain  instmment  in  writing,  commonly 
called  a  bottomry-bond,  to  M'Calmont  ft  Co.,  pledging  to  them  the  said 
ship,  freight,  and  cargo,  for  that  sum  and  bottomry  premium  at  20  per 
cent. :  That,  on  the  80th  of  December,  1838,  the  plaintiff  was  shown  a 
letter  from  M'Galmont  ft  Co.  to  their  agents  in  London,  which  had  been 
received,  and  was  as  follows : — 

"  Pemambuco,  14th  November,  1889. 

^^  The  Lord  Cochrane's  expenses  are  likely  to  exceed  50002.,  with  com 
missions,  discharging  and  reloading  cargo,  ftc,  ftc" 
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That  thereupon  the  plaintiff,  on  the  same  daj,  gave  the  following 
notice  to  the  defendant,  and  to  the  underwritera  on  the  ship,  which  the 
plaintiff  had  insored  with  the  several  insurance  offices  described  in  the 

notice : — 

«  London,  30  December,  1889. 

*'  My  ship,  the  Lord  Cochrane,  being  insured  as  follows : — ^ship,  8000^ 
with  The  Indemnity-Marine-Insurance  Company,  700i.  with  The  Dundee- 
Marine-Insurance  Company,  8007.  with  The  Dundee-Sea-Insurance  Com- 
pany,— freight,  2000Z.  with  The  Neptune-Insurance  Company;  and 
having  sustained  damage  since  she  sailed  with  her  cargo  from  Pernam- 
buco;  and  I  having  received  information  that  the  expenses  incurred  in 
relation  to  the  accident,  will  exceed  the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight, 
and  that  the  amount  will  be  secured  by  bottomry,  and  that  the  repairs 
will  still  be  incomplete ;  I  do  hereby  abandon  the  said  ship  and  freight 
to  the  said  respective  insurers,  according  to  their  respective  rights  under 
the  circumstances.  I  have  further  to  acquaint  the  underwriters,  that  I  am 
^Q  informed  that  a  bill  will  be  drawn  *upon  me  for  the  amount,  which 
^  will  exceed  6000!.,  by  the  payment  of  which  the  bottomry  premium 
may  be  avoided ;  and  that  I  shall  not  accept  such  bill  on  my  own  account, 
but  shall  be  ready  to  pay  same  for  their  account,  upon  their  putting  me  in 
funds  for  that  purpose.  (Signed)  "  Thomas  Benson." 

^'  W.  Ellis,  Esq.,  Indemnity-Mutual-Marine-Insurance  Company,  Broad 
Street,  underwriters  on  the  ship,  for  80002. 

'^  A.  Crichton,  Esq.,  Dundeo-Sea-Insurance  Company,  Dundee,  ditto, 
for  800?. 

^'  The  Manager  of  The  Dundee-Marine-Insurance  Company,  Dundee, 
ditto,  for  700Z. 

'*  James  Mackie,  Esq.,  Neptune-Marine-Insurance  Company,  89  Old 
Broad  Street,  underwriters  on  freight  for  2000!.,"  being  the  company, 
as  a  member  of  which  the  defendant  is  sued  on  the  policy  in  question : 

That  the  plaintiff  did  not  interfere  in  any  way  afterwards,  in  respect 
of  either  ship  or  freight ;  nor  had  he  ever  received  any  part  thereof,  or 
any  satisfaction  or  benefit  on  account  thereof:  That  the  ship,  having  re- 
ceived the  cargo  again  on  board, — ^in  respect  of  the  reloading  of  which 
certain  expenses  included  in  the  71322.  8s.  Sd.  were  necessarily  incurred, 
— sailed  again  from  Pernambuco  on  the  6th  of  January,  1840,  and 
arrived,  with  the  whole  of  the  original  cargo  (which  was  of  the  value  of 
19,1892.)  on  board,  at  Liverpool,  on  the  19th  of  March,  1840 :  That, 
upon  the  arrival  of  the  said  ship,  proceedings  to  enforce  payment  were 
taken  by  the  obligees  of  the  bottomry-bond,  in  the  court  of  Admiralty ; 
under  the  order  of  which  court  the  ship  was  sold  for  16752.,  and  the 
freight  collected  from  the  consignees  of  the  goods ;  and  the  amount  of 
♦Qf;?!  ^^^^y  under  an  order  of  that  court,  was  paid  to  the  obligees  of  the 
J  '*'bottomry-bond :  That,  according  to  the  practice  and  course  of 
business  between  assured  and  underwriters  in  London,  in  a  case  of  ave- 
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rage  loss,  the  amount  of  the  proportion  of  the  71827.  8«.  Sd.y  and  of  the 
bottomry  premium,  which  ought  to  be  borne  on  acoount  of  the  freight, 
was,  569Z.  11«.  3(2. :  Ttiat,  in  respect  of  aU  the  afarcBaid  premises^  the 
plaintiff  and  the  several  other  parties  acted  bond  fide^  and  the  plaintiff 
acted  without  laches^  and  as  a  prudent  owner  of  ship  and  freight^  ifun- 
insuredy  would  act : 

But,  whether  or  not,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  by  the  jurors 
aforesaid  in  form  aforesaid  found,  the  said  freight  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, did  or  did  not  become  wholly  lost  in  manner  and  form  as  the 
plaintiff  hath  in  his  said  declaration  alleged,  the  jurors  aforesaid  are 
altogether  ignorant ;  and  thereupon  they  pray  the  advice  of  the  justices 
of  the  court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  of  the  Bench  at  Westminster :  And 
if,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  it  shall  seem  to  the  said  court  that 
the  said  freight  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  became  wholly  lost,  in 
manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  is  alleged,  then  the  jurors,  &c., 
say  that  the  said  freight  in  the  declaration  mentioned  became  wholly 
lost,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  is  alleged  :  But,  if,  upon 
the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  it  shall  seem  to  the  said  court  that  the  said 
freight  did  not  become  wholly  lost,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declara- 
tion in  that  behalf  alleged,  then  the  jurors,  &c.,  say  that  the  said  freight 
did  not  become  wholly  lost  as  aforesaid :  And,  if  the  justices  of  the 
said  court  shall  be  of  opinion,  upon  a  consideration  of  the  premises,  that, 
'  by  reason  thereof,  the  said  freight  became  partially  lost  to  the  plaintiff, 
but  not  wholly  lost,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  is 
entitled  to  recover  against  the  defendant  for  an  average  loss,  the  jurors, 
&c.,  find  that  the  said  freight  became  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  iu  manner  and 
form  *as  the  plaintiff  has  alleged  in  his  declaration ;  and  in  that  fm^q 
case  they  assess  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  on  occasion  of  the 
breach  of  covenant  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  besides  his  costs  and 
charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  to  5692.  lis.  3(i, 
and,  for  those  costs  and  charges,  to  40«.     And  because,  &c. 

As  to  the  fourth  issue  within  joined,  the  jurors,  &c.,  find,  upon  and  in 
relation  thereto,  the  said  several  matters  particularly  mentioned,  and 
hereinbefore  set  forth,  as  found  by  them  upon  and  in  relation  to  the  third 
issue  joined  between  them  the  said  parties :  But,  whether  or  not,  upon 
the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  by  the  jurors  aforesaid  in  form  aforesaid 
found,  the  said  loss  of  the  said  freight  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was 
occasioned  by  the  adventures  and  perils  which  the  said  company  were 
contented  to  bear,  and  did  take  upon  them  in  that  voyage,  as  the  plain- 
tiff hath  in  his  said  declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged,  the  jurors  afore- 
said are  wholly  ignorant,  &;c. :  And  if,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid, 
it  shall  seem  to  the  said  court  that  such  loss  of  the  said  freight  was  occa- 
sioned by  the  adventures  and  perils  which  the  said  company  were  con- 
tented to  bear,  and  did  take  upon  them  in  that  voyage,  as  the  plaintiff 
hath  in  his  said  declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged,  then  the  jurors,  &c., 
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say  that  the  said  loss  of  the  said  freight  was  occasioned  by  the  adventures 
and  perils  which  the  said  company  were  contented  to  bear,  and  did  take 
upon  them  in  that  voyage,  as  the  plaintiff  had  above  in  his  said  declara- 
tion in  that  behalf  alleged :  But,  if,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  the 
contrary  shall  appear  to  the  said  court,  then  the  jnrors,  &;c.,  say  that  the 
said  loss  was  not  occasioned  by  the  adventures  and  perils  which  the  said 
company  were  contented  to  bear,  and  did  take  upon  them  in  that  voyage : 

And,  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  court  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen 
*9591  ^^  ^^^  Bench,  that  the  verdict  ought  *to  be  entered  for  the  plain - 
"^  tiff  on  the  said  several  issues,  for  a  total  loss,  then  the  jurors,  &c«, 
assess  the  damages  of  the  said  Thomas  Benson,  on  occasion  of  the 
breach  of  covenant  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  besides  his  costs  and 
charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  to  2395/.  4s.  2d., 
and,  for  those  costs  and  charges,  to  409. 

The  judgment  was  formally  entered  on  the  28th  of  February,  1845, — 
as  to  the  third  issue,  '^  that  the  said  freight  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
became  wholly  lost,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  declaration  is 
alleged," — and,  as  to  the  fourth  issue,  '^  that  the  said  loss  of  the  said 
freight  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  was  occasioned  by  the  adven- 
tures and  perils  which  the  said  company  were  contented  to  bear,  and  did 
take  upon  them  in  that  voyage,  as  the  plaintiff  had  in  his  said  declaration 
in  that  behalf  alleged." 

A  writ  of  error  was  afterwards  brought,  upon  which  the  common  errors 
were  assigned. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  Vacation,  1845,  before  Pollock, 
0.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Pattbson,  J.,  Coleridge,  J.,  Bolfk, 
B.,  Williams,  J.,  and  Wightman,  J. 

The  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  on  the  third  and  fourth  issues,  holding  that  the  adven 
ture  was  not,  in  point  of  fact,  abandoned,  and  that,  as  it  was  not  found, 
it  could  not  be  inferred,  that  a  prudent  owner,  if  uninsured,  would  not 
have  repaired,  and  therefore  that  the  underwriters  on  freight  were  not 
liable  as  for  a  total  loss ;  and,  further,  that  the  court  was  not  at  liberty 
to  refer  to  the  finding  of  the  jury  upon  another  issue, — viz.  that  the  ship 
was  wholly  lost, — ^and  to  take  that  fact  as  found,  in  deciding  whether  the 
freight  was  wholly  lost,  and  lost  by  a  peril  insured  against. 

The  plaintiff  below  thereupon  brought  a  writ  of  error  returnable  in 
parliament. 

♦Qfiftl       ^'^^  <5ase  was  argued  on  the  8d  and  4th  of  July,  1848,  the 
-I  judges  present  being,  Aldersox,  B.,  Patteson,  J.,  Coleridgb, 

J.,  COLTMAN,  J.,  MaULE,  J.,  WiGHTMAX,  J.,    CRBSSWBLL,  J.,   ErLB,  J., 

and  y.  Williams,  J.,  and  the  arguments  differing  little  from  those  already 
urged  in  the  courts  below. 

Sir  F.  Thesiger  and  Peacock  (with  whom  was  Barstoto)^  for  the  plun- 
tiff  in  error,  cited  the  following  authorities : — Boux  t^.  Salvador,  1  N.  0. 


8  MANNING,  GRANGER,  &  SCOTT.  960 

626,  8  N.  C-  266, 1  Scott,  491,  4  Scott,  1,  McCarthy  v.  Abel,  5  Eaat, 
388,  Sharp  v.  Gladstone,  7  East,  24,  Case  i;.  Davidson,  5  M.  &;  Selw. 
79  (in  error),  2  Brod.  &  Bingh.  379,  5  J.  B.  Moore,  116,  Cambridge  v. 
Anderton,  2  B.  &  C.  691,  4  D.  &  R.  203,  1  Carr.  k  P.  213,  Ryan  & 
Moody,  60,  Allen  v.  Sugme,  8  B.  4;  C.  661,  3  M.  &  K  9,  Young  v. 
Turing,  2  M.  &  G.  693,  2  Scott,  N.  R.  762,  Mellish  v.  Andrews,  16 
East,  13,  Idle  v.  The  Royal-Exchange-Assurance  Company,  8  Taunt. 
756,  778,  3  J.  B.  Moore,  116,  161,  Gardner  v.  Salvador,  1  M.  &  Rob. 
116,  Fleming  t^.  Smith,  1  House  of  Lords  Cas.  613,  Webster  v,  Seekamp, 
4  B.  &  Aid.  362,  Cary  v.  White,  1  Bro.  P.  C.  284  (first  edit.  1784),  5 
Bro.  P.  C.  326  (second  edit.  1803),  The  Case  of  The  Alexander,  6  Jurist, 
241,  Green  v.  The  Royal-Exchange- Assurance  Company,  6  Taunt.  68, 
The  Gcneral-Interest-Insurance  Company  t;.  Ruggles,  12  Wheaton's  Rep. 
408,  413,  Read  v.  Bonham,  3  Brod.  &  Bingh.  147,  6  J.  B.  Moore,  397, 
Doyle  V.  Dallas,  1  M.  &  Rob.  48,  Hunter  v.  Parker,  7  M.  &  W.  322, 
Iloldsworth  v.  Wise,  7  B.  &  C.  794,  1  M.  &  R.  673,  Abbott  on  Shipping, 
8th  edit.,  by  Shoe,  Serjt.,  136,  and  Park  on  Insurance,  page  600.(a) 

*Sir  F.  Kelly  and  Martin  (with  whom  was  for  the  defendant  in  p;,tQ«^ 
error),  cited  Anderson  t^.  The  Royal-Exchange-Insurance  Com-  ^ 
pany,  7  East,  38,  Holdsworth  v.  Wise,  M'Carthy  v.  Abel,  Everth  v. 
Smith,  2  M.  &  Selw.  278,  Falkner  v.  Ritchie,  2  M.  &  Selw.  290,  Idle  v. 
The  Royal-Exchange- Assurance  Company,  and  the  Case  of  The  Grati- 
tudine,  3  Rob.  Adm.  Rep.  240. 

Peacock^  in  reply,  referred  to  Idle  t;.  The  Royal-Exchapge- Assurance 
Company,  Buxton  v.  Snee,  1  Yes.  jun.  166,  Milles  t;.  Fletcher,  1  Dougl. 
231,  The  Case  of  The  Gratitudine,  Fleming  v.  Smith,  The  Case  of  The 
Constantia,  2  Rob.  Adm.  Cas.,  temp.  Lushington,  404,  Johnson  v.  Shep- 
per,  1  Salk.  36,  Young  v,  Turing,  and  Irving  v.  Manning,  1  House  of 
Lords  Cas.  287, 1  Man.  Gr,  &  S.  168. 

Lord  Brougham  proposed  that  the  following  questions  should  be  put 
to  the  judges, — First,  ''  Whether,  on  the  facts  stated  on  the  special  ver- 
dict, the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  for  a  total  loss  of  the  freight?** 
Secondly,  '^  Whether,  upon  the  pleadings  and  the  facts  stated  in  the  spe- 
cial verdict,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  for  a  partial  loss  of  the 
freight  ?"  And,  thirdly,  ^'  Whether  the  findings  of  the  jury  do  not  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict  for  669Z.,  as  for  a  partial  loss  ?''  His  Lordship 
added  that  it  might,  in  the  result,  be  the  opinion  of  the  judges  that  either 
there  had  been  a  total  loss,  or  none  at  all ;  but  that  it  would  be  better 
that  both  the  questions,  as  to  total  and  as  to  partial  loss,  should  be  con- 
sidered by  the  judges. 

The  judges  who  wei'e  present  at  the  argument  desired  time  to  con- 
sider what  answers  they  should  give  *to  these  questions ;  and  on  r^^^n 
the  9th  of  July,  1849,  their  unanimous  opinion  was  delivered  by  ■- 

(«)  Citing  Gardindr  v.  Croasdale,  3  Bvrr.  904, 1  W.  BL  198,  White  v.  Bodinam,  2  Salk.  629, 
1  Wma.  fiMnd.  312  «, 
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Alderson,  B.  The  first  question  put  by  your  lordships  to  the  jodges, 
isy — ''  Whether,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  special  verdict,  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  for  a  total  loss  of  the  freight." 

We  are  all  of  opinion  that  he  was  not. 

The  special  verdict  states,  that  the  ship,  with  her  cargo,  left  Pemam- 
buco,  on  her  voyage  to  Liverpool,  on  the  29th  of  June,  1839;  that,  in 
proceeding  out  of  the  harbour,  she  struck  on  a  rock,  and  was  obliged  to 
put  back  to  repair ;  that  the  master,  after  several  surveys,  and  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  persons  to  whom  he  had  been  addressed  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  procure  a  cargo,  proceeded  to  repair  her;  that  she  was  under  repair 
from  the  29th  of  June  to  the  4th  of  January  following ;  that  the  expenses 
of  those  repairs  amounted  to  the  sum  of  7182Z.  3«.  8c7.,  much  exceeding, 
the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight,  which  sum  the  master,  not  being  able 
to  procure  it  in  any  other  manner,  was  compelled  to  borrow  on  bottomry, 
a^d  executed  a  bottomry-bond,  charging  the  ship,  freight,  and  cargo ; 
that  the  cargo  had  been  necessarily  taken  out  during  the  repairs,  but  was 
re-shipped ;  that  the  ship  sailed  on  the  6th  of  January,  1840,  and  arrived 
with  the  cargo  at  Liverpool ;  and  that  the  obligees  of  the  bond  received 
the  freight,  under  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty. 

The  freight,  therefore,  having  been  earned,  it  is  plain  that  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  recover  for  a  total  loss  of  that  freight,  unless  he  can  repudiate 
all  that  was  done  by  the  master,  and  treat  the  ship  and  freight  as  wholly 
lost  at  Pernambuco  on  the  29th  of  June. 

The  special  verdict  does  not  state  tohen  the  plaintiff  was  first  informed 
of  the  accident  to  the  ship.  The  only  information  to  the  plaintiff  which 
*(\(KVi  ^^  i^<>^^^^^9  ^^t  that  ^conveyed  by  a  letter  from  Pernambuco,  dated 
->  the  14th  of  November,  18S9,  which  was  received  on  the  30th  of 
December,  in  that  year,  and  contains  this  passage, — ^^  The  Lord  Coch- 
rane's  expenses  are  likely  to  exceed  50002.,  with  commission,  discharging 
and  reloading  cargo,  &c."  On  the  same  day,  the  plaintiff  gave  notice 
of  abandonment  of  the  ship  and  freight  to  the  respective  underwriters 
on  each,  and  did  not  interfere  in  any  way  afterwards,  in  respect  of  either 
ship  or  freight. 

•  It  is,  undoubtedly,  a  rule,  that  the  facts  are  to  be  taken  as  stated  in  a 
special  verdict,  and  that  inferences  of  fact  are  not  to  be  drawn  by  the 
court :  but  it  is  material  to  observe  that  this  special  verdict  does  not 
state  that  the  plaintiff  abandoned  when  he  first  heard  of  the  accident,  or 
even  when  he  first  knew  that  the  ship  was  under  repair,  nor  that,  in 
common  prudence,  he  would  not,  if  he  had  himself  been  at  Pernambuco, 
and  uninsured,  have  done  precisely  what  the  master  did. 

The  duty  of  the  master,  in  case  of  damage  to  the  ship,  is,  to  do  all  that 
can  be  done  towards  bringing  the  adventure  to  a  successful  termination ;  to 
repair  the  ship,  if  there  be  a  reasonable  prospect  of  doing  so  at  an  expense 
not  ruinous ;  and  to  bring  home  the  cargo,  and  earn  the  freight,  if  possible. 

In  the  absence  of  any  finding  to  the  contrary,  we  must  assume  that  this 
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duty  was  properly  performed :  and  it  may  well  have  been  so ;  for,  con- 
sistently with  all  the  facts  found  in  the  special  verdict,  the  expenses,  in 
the  course  of  repairing,  may  have  been  discovered  to  be  much  greater 
than  was  at  first  contemplated,  without  any  fault  in  the  master,  or  those 
pnder  whose  advice  he  acted.  Subsequent  events  may  show  that  he 
acted  erroneously ;  but  we  think  it  impossible  to  say  that  he  acted  beyond 
the  scope  of  his  authority,  or  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  treat  him  as 
being  no  longer  his  agent,  so  soon  as  he  commenced  the  repairs,  and  to 
^consider  the  ship  as  a  new  ship,  or  the  adventure  in  the  voyage  r-i^Qr^M 
home  as  a  new  adventure,  as  he  might  have  done  if  the  master  ^ 
had,  as  perhaps  the  facts  might  have  justified  him  in  doing,  abandoned 
t)ie  adventure,  and  sold  the  ship.  The  election  to  repair  was  made,  and 
the  repairs  commenced,  in  July,  1889 :  and  the  facts  found  by  the  special 
verdict  are  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the  master,  in  making  that  election, 
acted  beyond  the  scope  of  his  authority ;  for,  he  certainly  had  authority 
to  act  as  a  prudent  uninsured  owner  would  have  done ;  and  it  is  not  found 
that  an  owner  so  situated  would  have  acted  differently. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  was,  we  think,  bound  by  the 
election  of  the  master,  and  could  not,  in  the  month  of  December  follow- 
ing, when  he  heard  of  the  great  amount  of  the  expenses,  get  rid  of  that 
election,  and  put  himself  in  the  same  situation  as  if  no  repairs  had  been 
done.  The  abandonment  can  have  no  effect  under  such  circumstances. 
If  the  loss,  being  a  loss  by  damage  to  the  ship,  was  total  in  the  first 
instance,  no  abandonment  was  necessary :  if  it  was  not,  abandonment 
could  not,  even  at  the  first,  make  it  so ;  much  less,  after  the  plaintiff,  by 
his  agent,  had  elected  to  repair,  and  after  the  repairs  had  been  nearly 
completed. 

In  cases  of  capture  or  detention,  where  the  loss  is  apparently  total, 
abandonment  to  the  underwriters  on  freight  may  be  very  important :  but, 
even  in  such  cases,  if  the  ship  be  re-taken  or  released,  and  freight  be 
earned  before  action  brought,  the  owner  cannot  recover  on  the  policy  on 
freight ;  nor,  indeed,  is  there  any  instance  to  be  found,  in  which  an  action 
for  a  total  loss  of  freight  has  been  held  to  be  maintainable,  where  the 
freight  has  been  actually  earned. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  the  receipt  of  the  freight  by  the  obligee  of  the 
bond,  was,  in  law,  a  receipt  by  the  *plaintiff, — having  already  p^q/,^ 
expressed  our  opinion  that  he  was  bound  by  the  election  of  the  '- 
master  to  repair,  and  of  course .  bound  by  the  bottomry-bond  which 
became  necessary :  and,  even  if  it  were  not  a  receipt  by  the  plaintiff, 
still  he  would  not  have  been  prevented  from  receiving  the  freight  by  the 
perils  insured  against,  but  by  his  own  act  in  pledging  the  freight  by  the 
bottomry-bond  ;  and  he  might  have  obtained  the  freight,  if  he  had  chosen 
to  pay  off  that  bond.  The  freight  was  not  actually  lost  by  the  perils 
insured  against ;  for  it  was,  in  point  of  fact,  actually  earned ;  nor  can  it 
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be  said  to  be  lost  to  the  plaintiff  by  those  perils ;  but,  if  lost  to  him  at  all, 
it  has  been  lost  by  his  own  acts  and  omissions. 

We  say  nothing  as  to  the  finding  of  the  jury  on  the  issne  as  to  Ae 
total  loss  of  the  ship ;  becaase  yonr  lordships'  question  is  con&ied  to  the 
effect  of  the  special  verdiet,  which  is  found  only  on  the  third  or  fourth 
issues,  and  cannot  be  altered  or  construed  by  the  finding  on  the  other 
issues. 

To  the  second  question  put  by  your  lordships, — *'  Whether,  upon  the 
pleadings  and  the  facts  stated  in  the  special  verdict,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  for  a  partial  loss," — we  answer  in  the  negative.  The 
pleadings,  indeed,  present  no  obstacle ;  for,  if  a  partial  loss  of  freight 
can  be  recovered  at  all,  we  know  no  reason  why  it  may  not  be  recovered 
on  a  declaration  claiming  a  total  loss,  as  is  constantly  the  case  in  actions 
on  policies  on  the  ship.  But,  if  any  freight  was  earned,  the  whole  freight 
was  earned ;  and  we  have  already  expresse^i  our  opinion  that  freight 
wai  earned.  The  whole  original  cargo  was  re-shipped  and  brought 
home. 

To  the  third  question  put  by  your  lordships,  we  answer  that  the  find- 
ings of  the  jury  do  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict  for  5691.,  as  for 
a  partial  loss ;  and  the  findings  on  the  other  issues  do  not  in  any  respect 
*(^rai  *^^^^^  ^^  question.  As  to  the  sum  df  669/.,  which  is  alleged  to 
J  be  the  proportion  of  the  expensed  at  Pernambuco  which  the 
freight  ought  to  bear,  a  question  might  have  arisen,  if  the  underwriters 
on  freight  had  accepted  the  abandonment,  and  pud  the  total  loss 
claimed ;  for,  then,  the  freight  having  afterwards  been  received,  if  the 
underwriters  had  claimed  it  as  money  had  and  received  to  their  use,  and 
could  have  supported  that  claim,  an  attempt  might  have  been  made  ttf 
deduct  the  5692.  as  salvage  of  the  freight :  but  no  such  question  arises 
in  this  action,  in  "i^ch  the  sum  insured  is  claimed  as  lost  freight^  not  as 
money  paid  by  way  of  average  or  salvage,  or  in  any  other  manner  than 
as  by  loss  of  freight*  The  underwriters  upon  this  policy  engage  only 
that  freight  shall  be  earned,  and  it  has  been  earned.  At  all  events,  if, 
by  the  terms  of  the  policy,  any  other  contract  can  be  considered  to  be 
entered  into,  the  declaration  in  this  case  is  not  adapted  to  such  contract, 
or  to  anything  but  loss  of  freight. 

On  a  subsequent  day.  Lord  BrouohaM  said :  In  this  case  the  learned 
judges  have  given  an  unanimous  opinion ;  and  I  entertain  no  doubt  what- 
ever upon  the  question.  I  therefore,  move  your  lordships  that  judgment 
be  given  {<yr  the  defendant  in  error. 

Lord  CAMPEBLti.  This  case  does  not^  I  think,  admit  of  any  reasonable 
doubt.  There  is  neither  a  partial  nor  a  total  loss  of  freight,  because  the 
goods^  the  freight  of  which  was  insured,  were  loaded  at  the  port  of  outfit, 
and  were  delivered  at  the  port  of  destination,  and  the  freight  was  paid. 
It  is  true,  the  freight  was  not  received  by  the  oirner  of  the  ship;  but  it 
was  received  under  his  authority :  and,  unless  you  are  altogethet  to  dis- 
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matd  wlist  the  maBter  had  done,  or  to  suppose  that  he  had  acted  frauda* 
lently,  or  without  authority,  there  can  be  no  donbt  that  the  judgment 
Bhould  be  for  the  "^'defendant  in  error.  I  therefore  entirely  con-  r^aapr 
tor  in  the  motion  of  my  noble  and  learned  friend.  ^ 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  in  error,  with  coats. 


Hote— A.» 

Hr.  Jnstiee  Blackstons  (1  Bla.  Comm.  278)  hu  said :  "  The  affiun  of  oomnMroe  are  ragulatad 
by  » law  of  their  own,  called  the  law-merchant,  or  Ux  mereatoritt,  which  all  nations  agr^e  in,  and 
take  notice  of;  and,  in  particular,  it  is  held  to  be  part  of  the  law  of  England,  whioh  decides  the 
canses  of  merchants  by  the  general  roles  which  obtain  in  all  commercial  countries ;  and  that 
often  CTcn  in  matters  relating  to  domestic  trade,  as,  for  instance,  with  regard  to  the  drawing,  the 
aooeptance,  and  the  transfer  of  inland  bills  of  exchange."  Here,  the  law  appears  to  be  correctly, 
as  well  as  dearly  laid  down,  though  the  aathoiities  referred  to  by  the  learned  commentator  may 
not  have  been  well  selected. 

This  lex  mertatoria  being  adopted  into,  and  made  part  o^  the  common  law  of  England,  ibi 
provisions  are  binding  upon  all  the  inhabitants  of  countries  governed  by  that  law.  Thus,  it  being 
part  of  the  law-merohant»  that  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  to  order,  may  be  endorsed  ad  infinitum, 
if  A.,  the  drawer  of  a  bill  payable  to  the  order  of  B.,  were  to  direct,  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  or 
otherwise,  that  the  bill  should  not  be  endorsed  to  more  than  three  successive  endorsees,  the 
restriction  would  be  void, — as  much  so  as  if  an  act  of  parliament  had  expressly  declared  that  a 
bill  drawn  payable  to  order  should  be  transferable  indefinitely  by  endorsement  notwitlistanding 
the  insertion  of  such  a  restriction.  The  presumption  that  parties  in  such  commercial  trans- 
actions mean  to  deal  according  to  the  lex  mertatoria^  is  not  a  mere  presumption  of  fact,  but  is  a 
fnjuumptio  jurit  et  de  Jure,  against  whioh  no  averment  and  no  proof  ean  be  received.  Where, 
therefore,  the  judges  have  entertained  doubte  upon  a  point  of  mercantile  law,  they  have  consulted 
merchants  upon  the  mercantile  ussge, — not  as  a  matter  of  fact  from  which  inferences  are  to  be 
drawn,  but  as  a  matter  of  law,  with  which  the  merchants  called  were  conversant,  in  which  they 
were  earpen«.f  Thus  in  Pickering  v.  Barkley,  2  RolL  Abr.  248.pl.  10,^  merchants  *'were  heard  in 
court,"  on  a  point  of  mercantile  law  raised  an  demurrer  ;  and,  though  it  afterwards  became  more 
usual  to  take  the  opinions  of  merchants  at  niei  priut,  yet  the  opinions  so  delivered 
are  to  be  regarded  as  reepanea  *prudentum,  given  to  assist  the  Judge  in  laying  down  \_  vOo 
the  law  to  the  jury. 

Where  a  commercial  contract  is  entered  into  between  persons  carrying  on  business  within  a 
eertain  district,  upon  its  being  shown,  that.  In  the  particular  trade,  as  it  is  uniformly  carried  on 
in  that  district,  a  particular  usage  has  obtidned,  the  parties  will  be  presumed  to  have  contracted 
upon  the  footing  of  such  usage  until  the  contrary  appears.  It  is  an  inferenoe  which  a  jury  will 
unavoidably  draw,  but  it  is  simply  an  inference  of  fkot, — which  must  be  drawn  by  the  jury,  and 
cannot  be  supplied  by  the  oourt.  Where  the  same  usage  has  been  frequently  proved,  the  court? 
have  said  that  they  will  take  judicial  notice  of  such  usage,  and  will  not  require  it  to  be  proved  in 
each  ease  that  arises.  Still  the  effect  of  the  special  usage  will  be  the  same,  whether  it  is  j»roved 
in  the  particular  case,  or  is  imported  into  the  particular  case  by  a  judicial  recollection  of  the 
evidence  given  In  similar  cases  before.  In  whatever  way  the  fkct  of  the  usage  may  be  established, 
it  is  for  the  jury  to  draw  the  inferenoe  that  the  contract  before  them  was  entered  into  with 
reference  to  that  usage. 

In  the  case  of  Brandao  v.  Bamett,  8  Man.  Gr.  h  S.  519, 12  CL  A  Fin.  787,  the  special  verdict  is 
•Uent  as  to  any  usage  giving  to  London  bankers  a  general  lien.  But,  inasmuch  as  such  a  usage 
has  been  often  proved,  judicial  notice  would  be  taken  of  its  existence.  This  judicial  notice  would 
be  tantamount  to  an  express  finding  by  the  jury,  that  such  a  usage  existed.  But,  the  existence 
of  the  usage  being  assumed,  the  inference  that  tiie  parties  contracted  with  reference  to  the  usage, 
is  an  inference  of  fkct,  open  to  be  rebutted  by  proof  that  the  parties,  in  contracting,  expressly 

*  Accidentally  omitted  to  be  inserted  in  a  former  volume.   See  8  Ifan.  Gr.  h  S.  p.  630,  n. 

t  Ana,  p.  825,  828. 

}M.  24  Car.  I.  B.  B.  Translated,  16  Yin.  Abr.  208,  pL  10. 
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derogated  from  the  nrago.  What  power  hai  the  ooort  to  draw  an  inferenoe  of  fiw^— aa  iafereaoa 
which  does  not  neoessarily  result  from  the  premiseci — an  inferenoe  which  may  he  more  or  Iom 
eogent,  according  to  the  surrounding  oironmstanoes? 

A  merchant  at  Cadis  drawing  a  hill  upon  Amaterdam,  or  a  merohant  at  Archangel  drawing  a 
hill  upon  Lishon,  is  hoond  hy  the  law.merohant»  and  eannot  annex  to  his  bill  any  stipolatioii 
which  that  law  disallows.  Bnt  neither  drawer  nor  drawee,  nor  the  commercial  tribunals  of  their 
respeetiTe  countries,  would,  it  is  conceived,  take  notice  of  local  usages  in  particular  trades, — as, 
of  a  usage  in  a  certain  country  market  for  bntterdealers  to  vend  their  commodity  by  the  yMd,  or 
of  a  usage  in  London  for  bankers  to  hold  the  negotiable  securities  of  their  customers  subject  to  a 
general  lien, — although  the  existence  of  such  usages  having  been  proved  utque  at  naiiMam,  jndgai 
may  have  been  induced  to  relieve  suitors,  juries  and  themselves,  from  the  necessity  of  again 
going  over  the  same  ground,  by  taking  ji«f»eta2  notice  of  the  often-proved  customs,  and  although 
every  court  in  England  should  have  declared  that  the  elfect  of  such  judicial  recognition  had  been, 
in  each  case,  to  engraft  the  local  usage  upon,  and  to  eanse  it  to  form  part  and  parcel  of,  tlw 
general  law-mercliant. 
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REGISTRATION  CASES. 


I.  Catet  decided  up<mA9Conttntet%on  of  ik9  Km- 
roRM  Act,  2  W,4,e,  45. 

n.  (ku49  decided  iipom  Ae  Oimetruetum  of  tlte 
Bb«ibtratioh  Act,  t  dt7  VteL  c  18. 

m.  Praetiee  and  Oouree  ^  Proceeding  tipoii 
RegietraUon  Appeale. 


L  Oaem  decided  upon  the  Oanetruetum  ^  the  Be- 
form  Act,  2  W,  I,  e,  46. 

Seotione  24,  VT.-Sujffleiencjf  of  QutUiJlcaHan. 

1.  A.  oioned  and  oeoopied  freehold  land  in  the 
ptfiah  of  B.,  of  more  than  the  dear  yearly 
yalae  of  40*.,  and  alao  oocnpied,  ae  tenantf  a 
boose  of  more  than  the  elear  yearly  Talue 
of  10/.,  in  the  parish  of  0.,  at  a  distance  from 
the  land, — ^both  house  and  land  being  within 
the  borough  of  D.  :^-Held,  that  A.  was  en- 
titled to  be  registered  for  the  oonnty,  in  re- 
spect of  the  land,  and  also  for  the  boroagh, 
in  respect  of  the  kouee;  for,  that,  in  order  to 
giye  effect  to  all  the  words  of  the  24th  section 
of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  as  expounded  by  the  27th 
section,  it  was  necessary  to  read  it  as  i^pli- 
cable  to  the  tenant  or  owner  distribntiTely, 
and  to  constme  the  words  "occnpied  by  him 
therewith  as  owner,"  as  importing  an  owner- 
ship as  well  of  the  honse  as  of  the  land  to  be 
vnited  with  it — ^in  harmony  with  the  prorision 
by  which  tenanted  land,  to  be  united  with  a 
tenanted  honse,  must  be  occupied  under  the 
tame  landlord.  Capel,  app..  The  Overeeert 
o/Atton,  resp.  1 

2.  A.  owned  and  occupied  freehold  land  in  the 
parish  of  B.  of  wu>re  than  the  clear  yearly 
▼alue  of  40f.,  and  also  occupied,  ae  tenant,  a 
honse  of  U—  than  the  dear  yearly  value  of 
10/.,  in  the  parish  of  0.,  at  a  distance  from 
the  laadi—both  house  and  land  beiig  within 


the  borough  of  D.  and,  if  added  together, 
being  of  value  sufficient  to  form  a  borough 
qualification : — Hdd,  that  A.  was  entitled  to 
be  registered  for  the  county,  in  respect  of  the 
land,  but  not  for  the  borough.  Bnrton,  app.^ 
The  Overeeert  of  Attan,  resp.  7 

TL  Oaeee  decided  tipon  the  Conetrvction  ^f  ike 
SegietraHon  Act,  tA7  VicL e.  18. 

Section  74,'^'Jfortgaffor  in  Poeeemon. 

A.,  possessed  of  a  freehold  estate  of  the  yearly 
value  of  6L,  mortgaged  it  for  lOOL :  the  deed 
was  declared  to  be  a  securi^  for  the  prind- 
pal  sum  only ;  and  the  power  of  sale  was  for 
payment  of  that  sum  only,  at  a  day  long 
past :  but  it  was  found  as  a  &ot  that  intereet 
had  been  regularly  paid  upon  the  1002.  at  5 
per  cent, :  Held,  that  A.  had  not  an  interest 
in  land  "  to  the  value  of  40f.  by  the  year  at 
the  least  above  all  charges,"  within  the  8  H. 
0,  c  7,  and  therefore  was  not  entitled  to  be 
registered  for  the  ooun^.  Lee,  app..  Hutch- 
tfMon,  resp.  16 

HL  Practice  and  Cfouree  </  Proceeding  «poii 
Begietration  Appeale, 

Section  ^2.^Notice,    Ooete. 

1.  Hearing  AppetUe,"] — ^The  only  notice  that 
need  be  served  upon  the  respondent,  is  the  ten 
days'  notice  required  by  the  02d  section  of 
the  6  A  7  Vict,  c  18,  of  the  appellant's  inten- 
tion duly  to  prosecute  the  appeal.  PoweU, 
app.,  CaeweU,  resp.  14 

Where  the  deddon  of  the  revising  barrister  has 
been  reversed,  the  respondent  not  appearing, 
— the  court  will  not  allow  the  matter  to  be 
re-opened.    Powell,  app.,  CfaneeU,  resp.      14 

2.  Coete,"] — ^Where  the  respondent  appears,  but 
the  i^pellant  does  not, — the  court  will  afflxm 
the  deddon,  i»AA  cette.  White,  app.,  Pring, 
resp.   '  » 
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THE   PRINCIPAL   MATTERS 


CONTAINED  IN  THIS  VOLUME. 


ACOBPTANCB. 
Of  Goodt—SM  Salb. 

ACCIDBKTAL  DB^TH. 

S^  GA8B. 

ADVEKSB  POSSESSION. 
S64  Trvbtu. 

AFFIDAVIT. 
JD^eetive  Jurai. 

W^mi  of  Date.}— 1.  The  want  of  %  date  in  the 
jwat  of  an  affid*yity  is  not  cored  by  a  refbr- 
enee  to  it  in  another  aiBdAvit^  ^  as  an  afBdayit 
of  A.  B.  sworn  on  snoh  a  day."  7%€  Ihtke  of 
BruMwiek  t.  Slowman,  617 

2.  Semble,  that  this  conrt  will  not  give  costs 
where    a  rale  is  discharged  9olely  on  Che 

,  ground  that  the  affidavit  upon  which  it  is 
founded  has  a  defective  jurats  lb, 

AGENT. 
See  Bill  or  Exchahgb,  V.  1. 

AQREEMBNT. 

Ootiaintetwn  of. 

1.  SerUa  of  LettereJ] — ^A.,  a  merchant  at  Dab- 
Un,  contracted,  through  the  agency  of  C.  A 
¥.,  merchants  at  Liverpool,  to  purchase  of  B., 
a  ship-builder  at  Quebec,  a  vessel,  described 
in  the  contract  as  then  building, — ^B.  engag- 
ing that  she  should  be  finished  ''in  a  oomplete 
and  workmanlike  manner,  and  ftirnlshed 
with  the  eertifleate  to  that  effect  from  Lloyds' 
surveyor;"  and  A.  agreeing  to  pay  the  stipu- 


lated price  by  his  acceptance  of  B.'s  draft  at 
six  monthe  alter  date  from  the  day  the  vessel 
should  be  ready  to  tfJce  in  cargo :  and  the 
agreement  contained  the  following  clause,— 
"In  case  of  the  ship  not  being  according  to 
B.'s  representation  and  the  witlun  agreement 
and  should,  on  her  arrival  at  Dublin,  exhibit 
any  defect  which  shall  be  declared  as  such  by 
any  two  competent  persons,  B.  hereby  agrees 
to  put  it  to  righte,  at  bis  own  expense,  on  her 
second  voyage."  The  vessel  being  finished, 
notice  of  that  fiiust  was  sent  to  A.,  and  on  the 
14th  of  June,  1845,  a  draft  for  the  price  was 
forwarded  to  him  through  D.,  for  his  aooqpt- 
ance.  On  the  17th  A.  wrote  to  D.  as  follows : 
— ''  From  the  course  adopted  by  B.  we  shall 
have  some  difficulty,  unless  yon  take  the 
position  which  C.  A  F.  stood  in  to  me,  vis. 
to  guaranty  that  B.  will  fUfll  the  contract  to 
the  AiIl  extent  and  meaning  as  it  was  so  un- 
derstood at  our  agreement,  which  he  has  not 
done  in  two  essential  points,  Ac.  Immedi- 
ately on  hearing  from  my  agent  in  Quebec^ 
I  wrote  to  G.  A  F.,  who  replied  that  they 
would  be  responsible  as  agreed  on.  Th» 
course  taken  by  B.  is,  to  avoid  this,  and,  by 
getting  me  to  accept  the  bill  sent  throng 
your  hands,  would  leave  me  no  remedy  bat 
to  go  to  law.  I  only  require  the  guarantee 
from  you  that  B.  will  perform  his  contrmet 
and  the  representations  he  made  of  the  vesseL 
With  regard  to  the  survey  which  must  be  had, 
— 4f  you  agree  to  appoint  one  merchant,  I  wilt 
appoint  the  other  :  let  them  agree  to  an  um- 
pire. Give  me  a  letter  of  guarantee  that  B. 
will  aUde  by  ike  award,  and  that  he  wiU  per- 
form his  part  without  dehty."    To  this  letter, 
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D.  replied,— "We  are  perfeotly  willing  to 
take  the  position  in  whieh  yon  propoae  (quite 
reasonably)  to  plaee  a*.  If,  therefore,  yon 
aooept  B.'8  bill,  and  return  it  to  ns  forthwith, 
we  hereby  agree  to  heeome  pereonaUy  reepon- 
eiKe  to  ffou  for  ike  due  JtUJUment  of  the  eon- 
diHone  of  B*%  eontrcuit:  and,  as  0.  A  F.  have 
the  eonfidenoe  of  all  parties,  we  suggest  that 
they  should  be  appointed  to  decide  what 
ought  to  be  done,  in  ease,  upon  the  ship's 
airiral,  you  have  any  cause  of  oomplunt" 
Upon  receipt  of  D.'s  letter,  A.  aooepted  the 
bm,  and  paid  it  at  matnri^.  On  the  ship's 
arriTal  at  Dublin,  A.  wrote  to  P.,  infonning 
him  that  he  had  appointed  Brooke  to  surrey 
her  on  his  behalf:  to  this  D.  replied,— "As 
your  contract  was  made  through  C.  A  F.,  we 
leare  them  to  adjust  all  differences,  and  we 
fpiU  be  reaponeible  for  whatever  they  award," 
0.  A  F.  appointed  Pope  to  survey  the  vessel 
with  Brooke.  These  two,  having  surveyed 
the  vessel,  reported  that  8512.  (exdnsive  of 
362.,  their  fees  and  expenses)  was  required  to 
complete  her  according  to  contract;  where- 
upon C.  A  F.  made  their  atoard  as  follows : — 
"We,  the  undersigned,  having  been  autho- 
rised by  D.,  of  London,  to  estimate  the  sum 
which  A.,  of  Dublin,  is  entitled  to  receive 
from  B.,  of  Quebec,  for  the  deficient  state  in 
which  he  turned  out  the  ship  J.  F.,  contrary 
to  the  terms  of  his  contract^  and  not  feeling 
ourselves  competent  for  such  a  task,-— that  is, 
the  estimating  in  a  tradesmanlike  manner 
such  deficiencies, — 4id  for  that  purpose  ap- 
point W.  Pope  to  meet  J.  W.  Brooke,  they 
two  to  decide  on  the  deficiencies  of  the  said 
vessel,  and  to  estimate  an  equivalent  in  money 
for  the  said  deficiencies ;  and,  those  gentlemen 
having,  after  due  examination,  and  by  written 
cerUficate,  declared  that  sum  to  be  3512.,  and 
surveyors'  fees  252.;  we  hereby  award  that 
the  said  sums  (together  3762.)  be  paid  to  A. 
by  D.,  on  behalf  of  B.,  with  interest,"  Ac. : — 
Held,  upon  a  special  case  setting  out  the  above 
facts  and  correspondence,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  A.  had  ever  acquiesced  in  the 
proposal  of  reference  to  C.  A  F.,  or  that  the 
latter  ever  professed  to  act  under  any  autho- 
rity derived  iVom  A. ;  and,  consequently,  that 
A.  was  not  entitled  to  recover  against  D.  the 
sum  mentioned  in  the  so-called  award.  Fa- 
yon  V.  HarrieoH.  388 

3.  Condition  preeedentJ] — ^By  agreement  be- 
tween the  plaintiffs,  trustees  of  a  marriage- 
settlementy  and  the  defendants,  three  of  the 
committee  of  management  of  a  projected  rail- 
way company, — reciting  that  a  bill  for  the 
formation  of  tiie  railway  was  pending  in  the 
House  of  Commons,  and  that  the  railway  was 
intended  to  pass  through  a  certain  park  which 


was  subject  to  the  settlement,— it  was  agreed, 
that,  if  the  bill  should  pass  into  a  law  in  the 
then  present  or  the  next  session,  the  company 
should,  within  six  calendar  months  after  the 
passing  of  the  bill,  and  before  commencing 
the  railway  on  any  part  of  the  said  park  and 
hereditaments,  pay  the  plaintifis  11,7002.; 
and  that,  in  consideration  of  that  sum,  the 
company  should  have  conveyed  to  them  nine- 
teen acres  of  the  said  land,  Ac, — the  whole 
of  the  eaid  agreeihent  to  be  null  and  void,  unlete 
eanetioned  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  a  catMe 
of  Lawrence  v.  Poreher,  and  to  much  of  that 
agreement  <u  tke  court  ehould  require  ehould 
be  inserted  in  the  act  .*— Held,  that  the  plain- 
tifis' obtaining  the  sanction  of  the  court  to  the 
agreement  within  eix  monthe  of  the  paeeing  of 
the  bill,  was  a  condition  precedent  to  their 
right  to  sue  the  defendants  for  the  money. 
Poreher  y.  Gardner.  461 

And  eee  Cortract. 

ALLOCATUR  BXIGENT. 
Teete  of-^See  Outlawry. 

AMBIGUITY. 
See  Etibbx CB,  n. 

ANNUITY. 

Coneideration  for. 

The  reputed  father  of  an  illegitimate  child, 
vpon  ceasing  to  cohabit  with  the  mother, 
wrote  to  her  as  follows :— "  As  I  always  pro- 
mised that  yon  and  your  child  should  never 
want»  I  win  allow  you  1002.  a  year  for  your 
life  and  little  Emma's,  to  begin  from  the  let 
of  July,  and  to  be  paid  quarterly,  which  I 
think  will  be  sufficient  to  keep  you  in  great 
comfort  Of  course,  if  I  hear  of  your  behaving 
ill,  or  bringing  up  your  child  improperly,  I 
will  stop  the  allowance  to  you :" — Held,  by 
Wilde,  C.  J.,  and  Mauls,  J.  (dieeentiente  V. 
Williams,  J.),  that  the  letter  disclosed  a  suf- 
fioient  consideration  for  a  promise  to  pay 
the  annuity,  vis.  the  mother's  properly  bring- 
ing up  the  diild.    Hieke  v.  Gregory.  378 

APPOINTMENT. 
iSbe  Power. 

ARBITRAMENT. 

I.  Under  the  Lande-Claueee-Ginaolidation  Act, 
1845  (8  <^  9  Vict  e.  18). 

1.  A.  agreed  to  let,  and  B.  agreed  to  hhre,  a 
piece  of  land  containing  about  15  acres,  at  an 
annual  surface-rent» — ^B.  to  use  the  land  for 
the  purpose  of  making  bricks,  and  to  pay  to 
A.,  his  executors,  Ac,  Ze.  per  1000  on  the 
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ASSURANCE. 


BILL  OF  EXCHANOB. 


quantity  made,  the  quantity  made  to  be  not 
less  than  4,000,000  annually  ;  the  ground  not 
to  be  ezoavated  beyond  Uie  deptii  of  bight 
feet,  without  the  special  permission  of  A.  in 
writing.  A  portion  of  the  land  being  required 
by  a  railway  company,  B/s  claim  for  compen- 
sation in  respect  of  his  estate  and  interest  in 
the  land  so  required,  and  for  deterioration 
to  the  residue,  was  referred  to  arbitration, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  land-dauses-oon- 
soUdation  act,  1845,-8  A  9  Vict.  o.  18.  The 
umpire,  by  his  awurd,  found  that  the  interest 
of  B.  under  the  above  agreement  was  that  of 
merely  a  tenant  from  year  to  year ;  and  he 
assessed  the  compensation  upon  that  basis : — 
Held,  that  the  construction  put  by  the  umpire 
upon  the  agreement  was  correct;  and  that 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  by  the  custom  <  > 
of  the  brick-making  trade,  brick  land  is  never 
hired /rom  year  to  year,  was  properly  rejectod> 
In  re  Stroud,  502 

2.  Qwxre,  as  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  in- 
terfere, even  if  the  decision  of  the  umpire  had 
been  wrong.  Ih. 

n.  Attaekment  for  Non-Per/ormanee  of  AvMrd, 

ServieeJ] — 1.  To  constitute  a  proper  service  of 
an  award,  a  copy  must  be  delivered  to  the 
party,  and  the  original  must,  at  the  same  time, 
be  shown  to  him.    Lloyd  v.  Harrie.  03 

2.  Where  the  copy  was  personally  delivered  to 
the  party  on  the  2l8t  of  October,  and  a  de- 
mand of  performance  made  on  the  2Sd,  the 
original  being  then  for  the  first  time  shown : 
—Held,  that  this  was  not  suoh  a  service  as  to 
form  the  foundation  either  of  an  attachment 
4>r  of  a  rule  under  the  1  A  2  Vict  o.  110, 
fl.  18.  lb. 

And  eee  AamssKBirT. 

ASSURANGB. 
See  Inbubancb. 

ATTORNEY. 
L  Certijicate. 

J}Uahility  to  •««.}— The  26th  section  of  the  6  A 
7  VicL  c  7^,  only  disables  an  uncertificated 
attorney  from  suing  for  fees,  rewards,  or  dis- 
bursements for  any  business,  matter,  or  thing 
done  by  him  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor  in  eome 
euit  or  proceeding  in  one  of  ike  courte  metUioned 
in  the  act,    Greene  y.  Reeee,  88 

IL  Billo/CoeU, 

An  attorney's  bill  is  not  in  compliance  with  the 
inravisions  of  6  A  7  Vict  c.  73,  unless  it  Air- 
niflh  reasonable  information,  showing  in  what 
eourt  and  in  what  cause  each  item  charged 
for,  has  been  transacted.  Dimes  v.  WrigAt,  831 

And  see  Couhtt  Court,  II. 


AWARD. 
See  AoBBBMKar. 
Abbrbambmt. 


BANKRUPT. 

L  Petitioning  Oreditor't  Debt, 

Sinoe  the  statute  6  A  7  Vict  c.  85,  the  bankrupt 
is  an  admissible  witness  to  prove  the  petition- 
ing creditor's  debt     Oroom  v.  Watun,     2lT 

II.  Bights  o/ Aeeigneet. 

A  plea  of  mutual  credit  by  way  of  set-ofi*,  cannot 
be  pleaded  to  a  declaration  by  assignees^ 
charging  the  defendants  with  having  received 
a  sum  of  money  Arom  the  bankrupt  for  the  pur- 
pose of  meeting  a  certain  acceptance,  and 
neglecting  so  to  apply  it,  whereby  the  bank- 
rupt's estate  sustained  damage, — the  claim 
being  for  unliquiclated  damages.  Bell  v.  Carey,, 

887 
IIL  Election  by  Proof  vnder  Fiat, 

Proof  for  Costs  onlyf]— The  plaintiff  obtained  a 
verdict  and  judgment  for  5002.  damages,  and 
1352.  (is.  oosts :  the  defendant  afterwards  be- 
came bankrupt,  and  the  plaintiff  proved  un- 
der theyla<  for  the  coeu  only : — The  court  re- 
fused to  enter  a  suggestion  of  the  proof  upon 
the  roll, — there  being  no  precedent,  and,  ia 
the  opinion  of  the  cour^  no  necessity,  for  it 
Sainter  v.  Fergusson,  619 

IV.  Protected  TruMaetions,  under  1  TT.  4,  c.  7, 

s,1. 

After  declaration,  in  an  action  adveraely 
brought^  and  without  collusion,  the  defendaal 
consented  to  a  Judge's  order  for  payment  of 
debt  and  costs  forthwith,  the  plaintiff  to  be 
at  liberty,  in  case  of  default,  to  sign  judgment 
and  issue  execution  for  the  amount :— Held, 
that  a  judgment  signed  thereon  was  a  judg- 
ment by  nil  dieit,  and  within  the  protection 
of  the  1  W.  4,  c  7,  s.  7.  Bell  v.  Bidgood,  763 

V.  SupersedeoM, 

The  production  of  a  sntpers^Lsae  is  sufficient 
proof  of  the  issuing  of  ^fiat,  and  of  the  fiMt 
of  its  having  been  superseded.  Wright  v. 
Colls,  150 

BARON  AND  FBME. 
See  HuSBAVD  and  Witb. 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 

I.  Payable  at  a  Particular  Place, 

1.  In  debt  by  the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a 

promissory  note  payable  at  <'No.   11,  Old 

Slip,"  the  declaration  sUted,  that,  "  when  the 

said  promissory  note  became  due,  to  wi^  on, 

I     Ae.,  the  plaintiffs  were  ready  and  willing  in 
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duo  manner  to  present  the  said  note  to  the 
defendant^  at  the  said  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  for 
payment,  and  then  and  there  to  demand  of  the 
defendant  payment  of  the  said  note,  and  the 
plaintifis  woold  have  duly  presented  the  same 
to  the  defendant,  and  demanded  payment 
thereof  accordingly,  but  the  defendant  was 
then  absent  from,  and  not  to  be  found  at,  the 
said  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  and  had  then  clandes- 
tinely departed  and  absconded  from  thence, 
without  leaving  or  having  left  any  effects  at 
the  said  place,  or  any  means  or  provision 
there  for  the  payment  of  the  said  note,  nor 
wore  there  any  effects  of  the  defendant  at  the 
said  No.  11,  Old  Slip,  nor  any  means  or  pro- 
vision there  for  payment  of  the  said  note,  and 
the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  said  note  when 
it  became  due,  Ac. :" — Held,  that  the  declara- 
tion failed  to  disclose  a  cause  of  action,  by 
reason  of  the  note  not  baviog  been  presented 
according  to  its  exigency,  and  no  sufficient 
legal  excuse  being  shown  for  the  omission. 
Sands  v.  Clarke,  751 

2.  A  promissory  note  described  in  the  body  of 
it  as  "  payable  on  the  last  day  of  October. 
At  A.  B.V' — must,  by  the  law  of  England,  be 
presented  at  the  place  named  ,*  and  the  latter 
words  are  not  to  be  treated  as  a  mere  memo- 
randum, because  separated  from  the  former 
6y  a  full  point.  Vander  Donckt  v.  Tkelltu- 
ion.  812 

IL  Ilemorandum  of  Place  of  PaymenL 

A  note  payable  to  the  order  of  the  maker,  and 
by  him  endorsed  in  blank,  may  be  treated  as 
a  note  payable  to  bearer;  and  that  notwith- 
standing there  is  a  memorandum  at  the  foot 
of  the  note,  indicating  a  particular  place  of 
payment.    Mattert  v.  Baretto,  433 

III.  Ouetom  OB  to  remitting  BilU,    ■ 

1.  The  purchaser  or  remitter  in  London,  of  a 
foreign  bill,  getting  iVom  the  drawer,  accord, 
ing  to  the  usage  in  London,  credit  until  the 
next  foreign  post  day  for  the  amount,  and 
delivering  the  bill  to  the  payee,  who  receives 
it  hon&Jide  and  for  value,  the  drawer  is  liable 
for  the  amount  to  the  payee,  although,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  purchaser  or  remitter's  failure 
before  the  next  foreign  post  day,  the  drawer 
never  receives  value  for  it.  Hunroe  v.  Bor- 
dier.  862 

3.  The  declaration  stated  that  A.  (the  defendant) 
made  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  directed  it  to 
B.,  a  merchant  in  France,  requiring  him  to  pay 
the  amount  to  the  order  of  C.  (the  plaintiff) ; 
that  A.  delivered  the  bill  to  D.,  who  delivered 
it  to  C. ;  and  that  B.  refused  payment,  Ao.  A. 
pleaded  that  he  made  and  delivered  the  bill  to 
D.  for  the  use  of  C,  on  the  faith  and  terms  of 
being  paid  the  price  and  value  thereof  accord- 
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ing  to  the  usage  of  merchants  in  that  behalf, 
that  is  to  say,  on  the  next  foreign  post  day; 
that  neither  C.  nor  any  other  person,  then,  or 
at  any  time  before  or  since,  paid  him  the  said 
price  or  value  of  the  bill,  or  any  part  thereof; 
that  he  never  had  any  value  or  consideration 
for  the  making  or  delivery  of  the  bill;  and 
that  C.  always  held  and  still  held  the  same 
without  any  value  or  consideration  whatever 
to  him  (A.)  for  the  same.  Replication,  that 
after  the  making  of  the  bill,  and  before  it  he- 
came  due,  D.,  who  appeared  to  be,  and  whom 
C.  believed  to  be,  the  lawful  holder,  delivered 
the  bill  to  him  fbr  a  good  and  valuable  con- 
sideration, and  without  notice  of  the  premises 
in  the  plea  mentioned  :~Held,  that  the  plea 
was  no  answer  to  the  action ;  and  that,  even 
if  it  were  sufficient  to  call  upon  C.  to  show 
bona  Jidea,  he  did  so  by  his  replication.      lb, 

IV.  Pleae  of  Want  of  Coneiderution,  Fraud,  dbe, 

1.  To  a  count  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  the 
defendant,  payable  to  the  order  of  A.,  and  en- 
dorsed by  A.  to  B.,  and  by  B.  to  the  plaintiff, 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  note  was  ob- 
tained from  him  by  D.  and  others  in  collusion 
with  him,  by  firand;  that  there  was  no  con- 
sideration for  the  endorsement  by  A.  to  B. ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  fraud: 
— Held,  bad,  there  being  nothing  to  impeach 
A.'s  title  to  the  note.  Masters  v.  Ibberson.  100 

2.  A  farther  plea  stated  that  the  consideration 
for  the  note  was  the  forbearance  to  prosecute 
the  defendant's  son  upon  a  charge  of  felony, 
— not  averring  that  a  felony  had  been  oorn* 
mitted,  or  affecting  A.,  the  payee,  with  notice 
of  the  alleged  illegality  of  the  consideration : 
—Held,  bad.  lb, 

V.  Proof  of  Endorsement. 

1.  Upon  an  issue  as  to  the  endorsement  of  a 
promissory  note  by  J.  S.,  it  was  proved,  that 
the  wife  of  J.  S.  had  the  general  management 
of  his  business;  that  she  was  in  the  habit  of 
drawing,  accepting,  and  endorsing  bills  and 
notes  in  his  name ;  and  that  the  name  of  J.  S. 
was  endorsed  upon  the  note  in  question  by  his 
daughter,  by  the  direction  and  in  the  presence 
of  her  mother,  by  whom  the  note  was  after- 
wards handed  to  the  plaintiff: — Held,  that  it 
was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  whether 
the  endorsement  so  made  was  within  the 
scope  of  the  wife's  authority ;  and  that  the 
evidence  warranted  them  in  concluding  that 
it  was.    Lord  v.  Ball,  627 

2.  In  assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  made  by 
the  defendant,  payable  to  J.  H.,  and  endorsed 
by  J.  H.  to  the  plaintiff,— it  appeared  that 
there  were  two  persons  of  the  same  name, 
father  and  son,  and  there  was  no  evidence  to 
show  to  which  of  them  the  note  ^ad  been 
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BROKER. 


CONTRACT. 


giT«ii ;  Vnt  it  appMTBd  that  th«  mdoneBOii 
WM  in  the  iumdwritiiig  of  J.  H.  the  fon  :— 
Held,  thAt,  although  primA  fasU  tho  pre- 
•amptioii  would  be  that  J.  H.  the  &ther  was 
tteaat^  that  presuvptioB  was  rebatted  by  the 
eon's  endonement    Siiehbiitg  ▼.  Spiotr,    827 


BROKER. 
Proof  of  Foreign  Law  hf — Se4  Btidbhcs,  tlL 


CASE. 


For  NogligenoB* 

1.  Ntgligtnt  driving,] — One  who  eottains  an 
injittrj  finom  a  eollieion  with  a  eatiiage  or  a 
Teieel,  oannot  maintain  an  aetion  againit  the 
owners  of  snch  earriage  or  ressel,  if  negli- 
gence either  on  his  own  part»  or  on  the  part 
of  those  haring  the  goidanee  of  the  earriage 
or  vessel  in  whioh  he  is  a  passenger,  oon- 
daced  to  the  aeeidenty  and  snoh  ii^uy  might 
hare  been  aroided  by  the  ezreeise  of  reason- 
able oare  on  his  part  or  fheir  part  Tkorogood 
T.  Bryan,  and  Cattlin  r.  ffilh.  115 

2.  Imperfect  Oomtmetion  of  Maektnerg.'] — ^Ih 
case  against  engineers  for  so  negligently  oon- 
stmoting  and  ereeting  a  machine,  that  it 
exploded,  and  killed  the  husband  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendants  pleaded,  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  accident,  the  machine  was  onflt 
for  use,  by  reason  of  the  dampness  of  the 
brick- work  in  which  it  was  set;  that  they  so 
informed  the  deceased,  and  cantioned  him 
not  to  use  it;  and  that,  by  reason  of  the 
premises,  the  machine  exploded,  as  in  the 
declaration  mentioned, — concluding  with  a 
Tcriflcation: — Ueld,  that  the  plea  did  not 
present  a  oonfession  and  avoidance  of  the 
whole  cause  of  action,  but  was  an  informal 
traverse  of  a  part  only,  and  therefore  bad. 
JDakin  ▼.  Browu,  92 

CERTIFICATE, 

I.  AtUrtug't  CertiHoato^See  Attornbt,  L 

n.  Of  Bogi9tnai4m  under  7  ^B  VieL  e.  110.-- 
JS$e  Jonrr-SrocK  Compaht. 

IIL  Scrip  drtyteatet—See  Railway  Sharks. 

CHARTER-PARTY. 

Conttruetion  of, 

StipuiatUm  as  to  Freight.] — ^By  a  charter-party 
it  was  agreed  that  the  ship  should  proceed  to 
Baltimore,  and  there  load  a  full  cargo  of  pro- 
dmee,  and  proceed  therewith  to  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  deliver  the  same,  on  being  paid 
flreight  "  at  and  after  ike  rate  of  be.  6(2.  per 
hairel  of  flow,  meal,  and  naval  stores,  and 
llSi  per  faarteref^M  lit.  for  Indian  ooni  or 


Oder  framf  ttsii  the  cargo  was  not  to  eon- 
sist  of  less  than  3000  barrels  of  floor,  meal, 
or  naval  stores;  and  that  not  less  floor  or 
meal  than  naval  stores  was  to  be  shipped. 
The  vessel  arrived  here  with  a  cargo  eonidst* 
ing  of  769  hhds.  of  tobacco,  6047  bushels  of 
bran,  2000  Imekde  of  oofs,  5000  oak-staves, 
and  8  barrels  of  flour.  The  evidence  showed, 
that  a  quarter  of  Indian  corn  or  wheat  weigh- 
ing 480  lbs.  would  occupy  a  space  of  10^  eubic 
feet,  and  that  a  quarter  of  American  oati^ 
whioh  weired  upon  an  avenge  272  Vtm^ 
would  oeenpy  a  space  of  16  euhic  feet  It 
also  m»peared  that  oolt  were  not  a  usual  slup. 
ment  from  America: — Held,  that  "other 
grain,"  in  this  charter-party,  must  be  taken 
to  mean  such  description  of  grain  as  would 
average  480  lbs.  to  the  quarter,  and  therefora 
to  exclude  oaie  ;  and  that  the  ship-owner  wma 
entitled  to  receive  freight  upon  the  suppo- 
sition that  8000  baireU  of  flour,  meal,  or 
naval  stores  had  been  shipped,  and,  fer  tho 
rest  of  the  space,  ax  ike  rate  of  We.  per 
quarter  of  Indian  com,  or  other  grain  of  tib« 
average  weight  of  480  lbs.  to  the  quarter. 
WaiTTtn  V.  Peahodg,  80O 

COHABITATION. 

See  Akrvitt. 

CONDITION  PRECEDENT. 

Set  AORIKMSXT,  2. 

CONSIDERATION. 

I.  FeaXnre  of— See  Contbact,  IIL 

n.  Want  or  lUegaUtg  of—See  Bills  or  Ex- 
OHASOB,  IV. 

CONSTRUCTION  OP  DOCUMENTS. 
See  Ensnrcn,  H. 

LBTTBBS-PATBIfr,  IH. 

CONTRACT. 

I.  Cbnsfrucfton  of. 

The  plaintiflb,  merchants  in  London,  ordered 
of  the  defendant^  a  merchant  at  Singapore, 
two  parcels,  of  25  tons  and  150  tons  respect- 
ively, of  terra  japonica,  <*  provided  it  can  be 
laid  down  here,  all  charges  included,  at  18«. 
per  cwt."  The  defendant  sent  to  the  plain- 
tiffs invoices  and  bills  of  lading  representing 
that  two  parcels,  of  those  respective  weights, 
had  been  shipped  to  their  order,  and,  at  the 
same  time,  drew  bills  upon  them  for  the 
price,  which  the  plaintiffs,  upon  the  faith  of 
the  representation  contained  in  the  invoices 
and  bills  of  lading,  accepted,  and  duly  paid. 
Upon  the  airival  of  the  goods  la  laoadoa,  the 
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COSTS. 
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aAt  w«ig]it,— ftitdiuive  Qf  pulMlffet^  which 
consisted  of  baskets  and  leaTM, — prorod  to 
he  24  tons  and  132|  tons  only.  Tho  plaintiib 
took  the  goocU,  and  aold  them;  and  now 
brought  money  had  and  received  to  reoover 
hack  the  mm  overpaid,  ae  npon  a  partial  fail- 
ure of  consideration.  Upon  a  special  case, 
stating  it  to  be  the  custom  at  Singapore  to 
purchase  terra  japonica  by  gross  weight  as 
packed,  and  in  London  to  sell  it  net : — Held, 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover. 
Devavx  r.  OonoUjf.  610 

IL  June  /or  Performance. 

L  A  eontraet  to  be  perfonned  "  direotiy,"  means, 
to  be  performed,  not  "within  a  reasonable 
time,"  but  *' speedily,"  or,  at  least,  "as  soon 
ae  practicable."    Dunoon  ▼.  TopAom.        225 

X  On  the  18th  of  February,  the  plaintiff  wrote 
to  the  defendant,  offering  to  supply  him  with 
linseed  cake  at  102.  lb:  per  ton :  on  the  19th, 
the  defSdndant  replied,  "lean  take  Ave  tons  at 
10^  10«.,  but  it  must  be  put  on  board  direct- 
If :"  and  on  the  22d,  the  plaintiff  again  wrote, 
« I  shall  ship  you  five  tons  best  cakes  to-mor- 
row .*" — ^Held,  that  this  correspondenee  did  not 
prove  a  eontraet  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
to  accept  cake  "  to  be  delivered  within  a  rea- 
oonable  time."  Ih. 

3.  A  eontraet  is  oompleto  upon  the  posting  by 
one  party,  of  a  letter  addressed  to  the  other, 
accepting  the  terms  offered  by  the  latter,  not- 
withstanding such  letter  never  reaches  its  de- 
stination, lb, 

III.  Failure  of  Connderaiion, 

1.  By  agreement  between  A.  and  B., — reciting 
that  B.  had,  as  he  was  advised  and  believed, 
— legidly  and  effectually  put  an  end  to  a  cer- 
tain lease  granted  to  C,  and  dated  the  18th 
of  July,  1839,  of  a  certain  farm,  Ac,  by  entry 
thereon  under  a  power  therein  contained,  by 
reason  of  the  bankruptcy  of  G. ;  and  that  B. 
had  agreed  to  grant  a  lease  of  the  fkrm,  Ac, 
to  A.,  for  twenty-one  years  Arom  the  29th  of 
September,  1844,  at  the  same  rente,  Ac,  as 
the  same  had  been  held  by  C, — ^it  was  agreed 
that  B.  should  grant  and  A.  accept  a  lease, 
at  a  certain  rent,  payable  quarterly, — the 
said  lease  to  commence  on  the  said  29th  of 
September,  1844,  if  the  defendant  could  then 
legally  make  and  execute  the  same,  or  as  soon 
after  as  the  defendant  would  be  in  a  sitoation 
to  grant  the  same  ,*  that  such  lease  should  con- 
tain the  same  eovenanto,  Ac,  as  the  lease  to 
0. ;  and  that  A.  should  pay  to  B.,  on  posses- 
sion being  delivered  to  him,  5002.  as  a  pre- 
mium for  the  lease  so  to  be  granted.  A.  was 
let  Into  possession,  and  occupied  the  farm  for 
about  two  yeant,  paying  the  rent;  and  he 
also,  within  that  time,  paid  B.  250/.  in  part 
gt  tiie  6002.  premium ;  but,  the  flat  against 


C  having  been  snpeneded,  B.  was  nnable  to 
giant  the  lease  to  A.  A.  thereupon  brought 
an  action  for  the  breaeh  of  eontraet^  alleging 
in  his  declaration,  that  he  had  ahrayi  been 
ready  and  willing  to  aoeept  a  lease,  that  the 
29th  of  September,  1844»  and  a  reasonable 
time  for  B.  to  grant  the  lease,  had  elapsed, 
and  that  B.  was  in  a  situation  to  grant  a 
lease.  A.  also  sought  to  recover  baok  the  2602. 
as  money  had  and  received,  upon  a  failure  of 
consideration : — Held,  that  the  recital  in  th^ 
agreement,  and  proof  of  declarations  made  by 
B.  that  C.'s  lease  was  void  and  good  for 
notiking,  were  primd/aeie  evidence,  as  against 
B.,  tiiat  he  had  power  to  grant  the  lease :  ^ot 
that,  it  appearing  also  by  the  recitels  in  the 
agreement,  that  the  lease  to  C.  was  supposed 
to  be  void  by  reason  of  C.'s  bankmptey,  such 
primA/aoie  case  was  rebutted  by  proof  of  the 
euperoedeae  of  the  fiat  against  C. ;  and,  conse- 
quently, that  B.  was  entitled  to  the  verdict 
upon  an  issue  as  to  his  ability  to  grant  tho 
lease.    Wright  v.  ColU.  150 

2.  Held,  also,  that  the  production  of  the  euper- 
eedeaa  was  suAcient  proof  of  the  issuing  of 
ihefiat  against  C,  and  of  the  fhot  of  ite 
having  been  superseded.  lb. 

3.  But,  held,  that  A.  was  entitled  to  recover 
back  the  2502.,  as  money  paid  upon  a  con- 
sideration which  had  fkiied.  ib. 

And  see  Mastbr  ahd  Ssrvaht. 

VS500R  AND  PUROHASEB. 

COPYRIGHT. 
See  Dramatic  Coptriobt. 

OORRESPONDBNCS. 
See  Costs,  IL  1. 

COSTS. 
I.  ^t22 1^—Seo  Attobnst,  II. 

n.    Taxation  of. 

1.  Cauee  made  a  Remanet."] — A  cause  having 
been  made  a  remanet,  a  correspondence  took 
place  between  the  respective  attorneys  with 
a  view  to  a  reference,  which  fkiled: — ^Held, 
that  the  master  exercised  a  proper  discretion 
In  disallowing  copies  of  this  correspondence, 
as  part  of  the  briefs,  in  tozing  the  costo  of 
the  cause.  Pilgrim  v.  The  Southampton  and 
Doreheeter  Sail  way  Company,  25 

2.  PlanM."] — Costs  of  preparing  plans,  for  the 
better  elucidating  of  the  case  before  the  coa|t 
and  Jury,  may  be  allowed,  at  the  discretion  of 
the  ma8«,er.  Jb. 

3.  TFtfnetf «;«.]— Tho  master  is  the  sole  Judge  of 
the  proper  number  of  witnesses  to  be  allowed 
in  support  of  the  same  matters.  lb. 
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upon  the  taxation  of  the  defendant's  eoits  of 
ifltaes  upon  whioh  he  hae  snoceeded,  an  affi- 
davit that  the  witneseee  whose  expenses  he 
elaims  wore  called  €xehm9eljf  to  support 
those  issues,  is  not  indispensable,  provided 
the  master  is  satisfied  of  the  fiMt  by  other 
means.  Jb. 

UL  0/MotioHBand  Rule; 

1.  A  defendant,  who  after  issue  joined  obtained 
his  discharge  under  the  insolTsnt  debtors 
acts,  5  ib  6  Viet  c.  116,  and  7  4  8  Viet.  c.  90, 
was  allowed  to  plead  such  discharge  puU 
darrein  eonttniionee,  without  an  affidavit 
(■nder  Reg.  Gen.  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4),  that 
the  matter  of  the  plea  arose  within  eight 
days  next  before  the  pleading  thereof, — ^it 
being  shown  that  the  omission  to  plead  within 
the  prescribed  time>  had  not  arisen  from  any 
culpable  conduct  on  his  part,  and  had  occa- 
sioned no  disadvantage  to  the  plaintiff:  but 
(Maulb,  J.,  diieentiehte)  the  court  allowed  the 
plaintiff  the  costs  of  opposing  the  rule  for 
that  purpose.    Dunn  v.  Lo/^ut,  76 

2.  SemblCf  that  this  eonrt  will  not  give  costs 

where    a  rule  is  discharged  solely  on  the 

ground  that  the  affidavit  upon  which  it  is 

ibunded  has  a  defective  jurat.    The  JhUce  of 

Mrunewick  v.  jSZotomaji.  617 

IV.  Of  Action  on  a  Judgment^  under  43  0,S,  e, 

46,  s.  8. 

It  is  no  uiswer  to  a  motion,  under  the  43  G.  S, 
e.  46,  s.'  4,  for  the  costs  of  an  action  upon  a 
judgment,  that  the  original  cause  of  action 
(in  which  the  defendant  had  suffered  judg- 
ment by  default)  was  one  for  which  the  plain- 
tiff might  have  levied  a  plaint  in  the  county- 
court,  under  the  9  A  10  Vict  c.  06.  Slater  v. 
Afackajf.  653 

V.  In  Replevin,  under  the  Tithe-Comviutation 

Aet^tkl  W. 4,  c.  71, •.  81. 

The  owner  of  a  ront-oharge  in  lieu  of  tithes, 
distraining  under  the  8l8t  section  of  the  6  A 
7  W.  4,  c  71,  and  afterwards  obtaining  judg- 
ment in  an  acUon  of  replevin,  is  not  entitled 
to  double  costs  under  the  11  G.  2,  e.  19,  s.  22 ; 
neither,  consequently,  is  he  entitled  to  the 
**  full  and  reasonable  indemnity  as  to  costs," 
substituted  for  double  costs,  by  the  5  A  6  Vict 
c.  97,  s.  2.     Newnham  v.  Bet>er,  660 

COUNTY^COURT.  * 

I.  Prohibition, 

A  defendant  sued  in  a  county-court  as  an  execu- 
tor, pleaded  pleni  adminietravit,  and  judg- 
ment was  given  for  the  plaintiff,  for  the  debt, 
to  be  levied  of  assets  quaudo  aeeiderint.  The 
plaintiff  afterwards  took  out  a  summons,  sug- 
gesting a  deeaetuvit : — Held,  no  ground  for  a 


prohibition, — although  the  summons  was 
irregular,  in  not  stating  thai  the  assets  had 
oome  to  the  defendant's  hands  ^/ter  judg> 
ment    JBUie  v.  WatL  614 

n.  SuffffeeHon  under  9  <^  10  Viet.  e.  95,  s.  129. 

1.  The  plaintiff^  on  the  7th  of  June,  recovered  a 
verdict  for  91.  2«.  1(2.  in  an  action  of  oontnct, 
before  the  under-sheriff.  •  The  writ  of  trial 
was  returnable  on  the  8th : — Held,  that  the 
defendant  was  in  time  on  the  11th  of  June,  to 
move  to  enter  a  suggestion,  under  the  9  A  II 
Vict  c  95,  s.  129,  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of 
eosts }  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  first  te 
move  to  set  aside  the  judgmen^  if  any. 
Read  v.  Blayneg,  551 

2.  The  plaintiff,  having  signed  judgment  and 
issued  a  Ji.  fa,  for  die  damages  and  eoeta  ea 
the  11th  of  June,  and  the  defendant  having 
paid  the  amount  under  protest^ — ^the  court 
afterwards  made  absolute  a  rule  calling  upea 
the  plaintiff  to  refund  the  costs.  lb. 

8.  Plaintiff  euing  in  Formd  PauperiM.] — The 
judge  of  a  county-court  has  power  under  the 
9  A  10  Vict  c.  95,  s.  78,  to  allow  parties  to 
sue  before  him  in  formd  poMperie.  Chimn  v. 
RuUen.  447 

4.  Where,  therefore,  a  plaintiff  suing  in  /omd 
pauperie  in  the  superior  court,  recovered  less 
than  201.  in  an  action  of  debt,  the  eonrt 
ordered  a  suggestion  to  he  entered,  to  deprive 
him  of  costs.  i5. 

UL  Splitting  Demand*. 

A.  having  a  demand  against  B.  for  17/.  and  212. 
10s.,  in  respect  of  two  several  parcels  of 
goods,  levied  a  plaint  against  him  in  the 
county* court  for  the  first-mentioned  sum: 
on  the  day  appointed  for  the  hearing,  A.  did 
not  ^pear;  whereupon,  B.  admitting  the 
eause  of  action,  the  judge  pronounced  judg- 
ment for  A.  for  17/.  A.  afterwards  brought 
an  action  in  this  court  for  the  21L  10s. ;  to 
whioh  B.  pleaded  the  recovery  against  him 
in  the  county-court, — averring  that  A.  had 
at  the  hearing  abandoned  the  exeeee  of  hie  de- 
Wiand  beyond  the  17/.,  pursuant  to  the  68d 
section  of  the  9  A  10  Vict  c.  95 :— Held,  on  a 
traverse  of  that  allegation, — that  the  above 
fltcts  disproved  the  plea ;  for,  that  the  mere 
levying  a  plaint  for  a  part  of  the  demand,  was 
no^  per  ee,  an  abandonment  of  the  excess* 
Vinee  V.  Arnold.  632 

IV.   Warrant  of  Commitment, 

1.  The  judge  of  an  inferior  court  of  record  who 
has  made  an  order  eimpUeiter  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  by  instalments,  cannot,  iqpon 
non-payment,  issue  hie  warrant  for  the  imjkri- 
sonment  of  the  debtor,  without  gtviAg  him 


COUNTY-COURT. 


DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR.  977 


an  opportuiity  of  being  heard  as  to  the  canie 
of  such  non-payment  Kinning  v.  Buehanan» 

271 
2.  Where,  therefore,  in  trespass  by  A.  against 
B.  for  false  imprisonment,  B.  pleaded  that  J. 
8.  recovered  a  judgment  against  A.,  in  the 
sheriff's  court,  London, — that  A.  was  sum- 
moned, and  appeared  before  the  judge  of  that 
court,  who  ordered  the  sum  recovered  to  be 
paid  by  instalm'ents,— that  the  first  instalment 
was  demanded  and  not  paid, — that  the  judge 
duly,  by  warrant  under  his  hand  and  seal, 
according  to  8  A  0  Vict  c  127,  ordered  the 
officer  of  the  court  to  take  A.,  and  convoy  him 
to  prison  for  forty  days : — and  that  B.,  as  the 
attorney  of  J.  8.,  delivered  the  warrant  to  the 
officer,  who  took  A.    Replication,  that,  by 
this  order,  it  was  not  directed  that  A.  should 
be  committed,  modo  el  formd : — Held,  that 
the  warrant  issued  did  not  support  the  plea, 
which  must  be  taken  to  aver  the  existence 
of  a  legal  warrant.  Jb. 

3.  Held  also,  that  the  defendant,  having 
acknowledged  actual  participation  in  the  act 
of  trespass,  by  pleading  in  confession  and 
avoidance,  could  not  protect  himself,  iipon  tkU 
Mtue,  by  showing  that  he  had  acted  merely  as 
the  attorney  of  J.  8.  Jh. 

y.  Tre9pa»9  againtt  Bailiff*  off  for  JlUgal 
Execution  of  ProeetM,  , 

Where  a  warrant  issues  upon  a  judgment  of  a 
county-court  against  a  party  resident  within 
another  jurisdiction,  and  is  sealed  by  the 
clerk  of  the  court  there,  under  the  104th  sec- 
tion of  the  9  A  10  Vict  c.  95,  the  high-baUiff 
of  the  court  out  of  which  the  warrant  origi- 
nally Issued,  is  not  responsible  for  any  irregu- 
larities in  its  ezecuUon  by  the  under-bailiff 
of  the  foreign  jurisdiction,  even  though  his 
own  under-balliff  assists  therein.    Under  a 
warrant  so  issued  by  one  court,  and  sealed 
by  the  clerk  of  another  court,  the  officers 
broke  and  entered  the  premises  of  a  third 
person,  under  a  mistaken  impression  that  the 
party  against  whom  the  warrant  was  directed, 
was  there ;  and,  upon  the  owner  of  the  pre- 
mises resisting  their  entry,  the  bailiffs,  under 
colour  of  the  114th  section  of  the  statute,  took 
him  into  custody,  and  carried  him  before  a 
magistrate : — Held,  that  the  high-bailiff  of  the 
eourt  from  which  the  warrant  was  re-muecl, 
was  liable  with  the  under-bailiffs    for  the 
breaking  and  entering,  which  was  an  act  done 
by  the  latter  under  the  supposed  authority 
of  the  writ ;  but  not  for  the  assault,  which 
was  committed  in  the  assertion  of  a  power 
given  by  the  statute  to  the  individual  officer 
obstructed.     Smith  v.  Pritckard,     .  665 
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COVENANT. 

Conatruetion  of, 

A  lease  was  granted  of  a  farm  and  tenement, 
and  the  quarries  of  paving  and  tile-stone  in 
and  upon  the  premises,  with  liberty  and  power 
to  open  and  work  the  quarries,  subject  to  an 
annual  rent  for  the  premises,  excepting  the 
quarries,  and  to  the  payment  of  a  royalty  for 
the  stone  obtained.    Out  of  this  demise  were 
reserved  and  excepted  "all  timber-trees,  trees 
likely  to  become  timber,  saplings,  and  all 
other  wood  and  underwood,  which  then  were, 
or  which  should  at  any  time  thereafter  be, 
standing,  growing,  and  being  on  the  premises, 
and  all  mines,  minerals,  Ac.,  which  should 
thereafter  be  opened  and  found."    And  the 
lease  eontained  a  covenant  ''not  to  commit 
any  waste,  spoil,  or  destruoUon,  by  cutting 
down,  lopping,  or  topping  any  timber-trees, 
or  trees  likely  to  become  timber,  saplings,  or 
any  other  wood  or  underwood  ;**  and  a  powef 
of  re-entry,  for  non-payment  of  rent,  or  if 
the  lessee,  Ac,  should  commit  any  waste, 
spoil,  or  destruction  by  any  of  the  means  or 
ways  aforesaid,  and  should  not  perform  and 
keep  all  and  singular  the  covenants,  Ac,  eon- 
tained in  the  lease.    The  assignee  of  the  term 
having  cut  down  and  grubbed  up  certain  sap- 
lings, wood  and  underwood,  for  the  neeeteary 
purpote  of  working  a  quarry  on  the  demieed 
premieet :— Held,  that  the  effect  of  the  cove- 
nant was,  that  the  tenant  should  not  so  out 
any  of  the  trees  excepted,  as  that  such  cut- 
ting should  amount  to  an  excess  of  the  right 
which  it  was  intended  that  he  should  exercise ; 
and  therefore  that  cutting  trees  in  a  manner 
necessary  to  a  reasonable  exercise  of  the 
power  to  get  stone,  was  no  br^foh  of  the 
covenant     Doe  d.  Rogere  v.  Prtee.  894 


DAQUERREOTYPB. 

See  LXTTBRS  PaTKIT. 

DAMAGES. 

See  Bahkrupt,  IIL 

Mastxr  AiTD  Servaht,  2. 
SHBRirv,  3. 

DE  INDEMPTITATB  NOMINIS. 
Writ— See  Stebhing  v.  Spieer,  827. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

Letter  of  Lieente, 

A.,  a  trader,  entered  Into  an  arrangement,  by 
deed,  with  his  creditors,  by  which  it  was 
agreed  that  he  should  hare  a  letter  of  license 
for  five  years,  daring  which  period  he  should 
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oanry  on  the  tn4e  under  the  inipectlon  of 
eertain  persons  therein  named;  and  it  was 
proTide<^  that,  if  any  creditor  should,  daring 
the  continuance  of  the  license,  moUtt  or  inter' 
/ere  with  A.,  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  indenture,  A.  should  thence- 
forth be  relieved,  exonerated,  acquitted,  and 
discharged  of  and  from  all  debts  and  demands 
of  the  creditor  by  whom  the  letter  of  license 
should  be  so  contrayencd,  and  that  the  taid  in- 
denture thould  or  might  he  pleaded  in  hor  to 
$neh  retpeetive  d^te  or  demande  aeoordingl^  : 
•-Held,  that  the  bringing  of  an  action  by  a 
creditor,  party  to  the  deed,  within  the  Ave 
years,  was  a  "molestation  or  interference^ 
with  A.,  within  the  meaning  of  the  proviso ; 
and  that  the  indenture  operated  as  a  defeas- 
ance, and  was  pleadable  in  bar  as  such.  Oib- 
hone  y.  Vouitton,  483 

DKER. 
SeeVAMK. 

DBFAMATION. 
See  Slahdir. 

DBFEASANGB. 
See  Debtor  Aim  Cuditob. 

DEUVERT. 

See  Balm, 

DEVISE. 
Oonttmction  of, 

^»rate-<at7.]— Testator  devised  as  follows : — "  I 
give  and  devise  to  my  son  Stephen,  a  small 
field  at,  ftc,  to  hold  to  my  said  son  Stephen 
for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life : 
and,  from  and  after  his  death,  then  I  give  and 
devise  the  same  to  the  issue  of  his  body  law- 
ftilly  begotten,  if  more  than  one,  equally 
amongst  them;  and,  in  case  he  shall  not 
leave  any  issue  of  his  body,  lawfhlly  begotten, 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  then  I  give  and  de- 
vise the  same  to  my  heir  or  hein-at-Iaw ;" 
— Held,  that  Stephen,  the  son,  took  an  estate- 
taiL    jDoe  d.  Cannon  v.  Mncattle.  870 

DISSENTING  MINISTER. 
Worde  epoken  of— See  Slamdbb,  L 

DOUBLE  COSTS. 
See  Costs,  V. 

DOWER. 

1.  In  a  writ  and  count  in  dower,  the  exact  num- 
ber of  acres  of  land  in  respect  of  which  dower 
is  demanded,  is  not  matexial :  in  order,  there- 


fore, to  BMtaln  a  pKeaallegtaig  that  tha 
meats  mentioned  in  the  count  were  snl^eot  to 
an.  outstanding  term,  it  is  snf&clent  for  the 
tenant  to  show  that  all  the  lands  held  by  Ubk 
in  the  parishes  named  in  the  connt  are  sub- 
ject to  the  term.     Oarrard,  dem.,  Tttek,  ten. 
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2.  Where  an  andlosnre  act  provides  that  every 
proprietor  shall  stand  and  be  seised  of  the 
lands  to  be  allotted  to  him;  to  such  and  the 
same  nses,  and  for  such  and  the  same  estates, 
as  the  lands  in  respect  of  which  such  allot- 
ments shall  be  made,  would  have  been  sub- 
ject to  in  case  the  act  had  not  been  made, — 
the  allotments  made  under  it  are  held  subject 
to  an  outstanding  tem  to  which  the  original 
lands  were  sul^ect.  /6. 

3.  Perfect  identity  of  description  and  quantity 
is  not,  under  such  circumstances,  necessary. 

A. 

4.  The  surrender  of  a  term  assigned  to  attend 
the  inheritance,  is  not  to  be  presumed  unless 
there  has  been  a  dealing  with  the  estate  in  a 
way  in  which  reasonable  men  would  not  have 
dealt  with  it  unless  the  term  had  been  put  an 
end  to.  Ih. 

5.  The  ol^ect  of  the  statute  8  A  4  W.  4,  c.  27, 
was,  to  settle  the  rights  of  persons  adversely 
litigating  with  each  other;  not  to  deal  with 
cases  of  trustee  and  eeetiti  que  trust,  where 
there  is  but  one  single  interest,  vii.  that  of 
the  person  beneficially  entitled.  ih. 

6.  A  eeetui  que  truet  who  enters  into  poiseasion 
of  land,  becomes,  at  law,  tenant  at  will  to 
the  trustee:  where,  therefore,  the  equitable 
owner  of  an  estate,  a  term  in  which  has  been 
assigned  to  attend  the  inheritance,  is  in  pos- 
session, the  right  of  entry  under  the  2d  sec- 
tion of  the  3  A  4  W.  4,  e.  27,  accrues  only 
upon  tbe  determination  of  the  tenancy  ut  will 
resulting  from  such  possession.  Ih. 

7.  The  3d  section  of  the  8  A  4  W.  4,  c  27,  does 
not  apply  to  the  case  of  eetfvt  que  truet 
holding  possession  of  land  under  the  toustee. 

Jb. 

DRAMATIC  COPYRIGHT. 
Action /or  In/ringement  o/ 

"L  No  one  can  be  considered  as  an  ofiender 
against  the  provisions  of  the  diamatic-cqpy- 
right  act,  3  A  4  W.  4,  c.  15  (extended  to 
musical  compositions  by  the  4  A  5  Vict  c  45, 
s.  20),  so  as  to  be  liable  to  an  action  at  the 
suit  of  the  author  or  proprietor,  unless  he,  by 
himself,  or  his  agent,  actually  takes  part  in 
the  representotion  which  is  a  violation  of  the 
copyright    RueeeUy.BrinnL  836 

2.  Therefore,  one  who  merely  lets  a  room  to  the 
offender,  is  not  liable,  even  though  he  suppliea 
the  benches  and  lights,  or  sells  a  ticket  of  ad- 
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mfsiimiy— bimself  detiring  no  other  profit 
th«o  that  uising  from  the  letting  of  the 
toom.    BM»$eU  r.  Britmi,  886 


DUPLIOATB. 

See  Will. 


ENOLOSURB  ACT. 
OoMtnetum  rf» 

1.  Where  an  eneloflwre  iMt  proridee  that  erery 
proprietor  ihatt  Hand  and  he  leiaed  of  the 
lands  to  be  allotted  to  him,  to  each  and  the 
same  omi,  and  for  raeh  and  the  fame  estates, 
as  lands  in  reepeot  of  whieh  saeh  allot- 
ments shall  be  made,  vonld  hare  been  sab- 
jeet  to  in  case  the  act  had  not  been  made, — 
the  allotments  made  under  it  are  held  mbjeot 
to  an  outstanding  term  to  whieh  the  original 
lands  were  sul^^eet.  (Tarrordy  dem^  Tmck^ 
ten.  231 

%.  Perfeot  identity  of  •deseripHon  and  quantity 
is  not,  ander  saeh  eiroumttanees,  aeeesMtfy. 

lb. 

See  Tube  JmomMT. 

ENTRY,  RIGHT  OP. 
See  DowSB. 

ERROR,  WRIT  OF. 
See  Wan  w  JBbbob. 

SSTATB-TAIL. 
SeeDvmm, 

BVIDfiNCB. 

I.  AdmieeihilUg  of  WUnme. 

Amiknipi.]--Sinee  the  statute  8  4  T  Vict  e.  86, 
the  bankrupt  is  an  adaaissible  wttneai  to 
proTO  the  petitioling  wedltor's  debtb  Oroom 
T.  WirtieM.  117 

IL  Cimetruetitm  of  Doeumente. 

Primd  /<ieie,  the  construction  of  written  docu- 
ments is  for  the  judge :  but,  where  it  is  shown 
by  eztrinsie  evidenee  that  the  terms  are  am- 
biguous, evidence  isadmiesible  to  explain  the 
ambiguity;  and  then  it  is  for  the  jury  to  say 
in  whieh  sense  the  ambiguons  expressions 
were  used.    SmUk  t.  Tkowigmn,  44 

m.  Proof  of  Foreign  Law, 

I.  The  law  of  a  foreign  country  on  a  given  sub- 
ject, may  be  proved  by  any  person  who 
(though  not  a  lawyer  or  a  person,  who,  by 
reason  of  his  having  filled  any  publio  ofioe, 
may  be  presumed  to  be  aoquaiated  with  the 


law)  is,  or  has  been,  in  a  position  to  render  it 
probable  that  he  would  make  himself  ac- 
quainted with  it  Vander  Donekt  v.  Tkellue- 
eon,  812 

2.  Therefore,  an  hotel-keeper  in  London,  a 
native  of  Belgium,  who  stated  thathe  had  form- 
erly caizied  on  the  business  of  a  merchant  and 
commissioner  of  stocks  in  Brussels,  was  per- 
mitted to  prove  the  law  of  Belgium  on  the 
eubject  of  the  presentment  of  a  promissory 
note  made  in  that  country  pliable  at  a  par- 
ticular place.  Jb. 

TV,  MentU^f  of  Pa^ee  of  a  Promieeory  JfoU, 

In  assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  made  by 
the  defendant,  payable  to  J.  H.,  and  endorsed 
by  J.  H.  to  the  plaintiiT, — it  appeared  that 
there  were  two  persons  of  the  same  name, 
fitther  and  son,  and  there  was  no  evidence  to 
show  to  which  of  them  the  note  had  been 
given ;  but  it  appeared  that  the  endorsemeot 
was  in  the  handwriting  of  J.  H.  the  son  :— 
Held,  that,  although  primA  facie  the  pre- 
sumption would  be  that  J.  H.  the  fiUher  was 
meanty  that  presumption  was  rebutted  by  the 
son's  endorsement    Stebbing  v.  Spicer,    827 

V.  JDedaration^^See  CouTBAOT. 

VI.  Beeitale—See  Contract,  HL  1. 

VII.  Of  AeeignmmU   of  Iriek  Judgmeni-^JSee 

lUSH  JUIMMSMT,  2. 

VIIL  Of  Onetom  of  Trade, 

Kot  admissible  to  control  or  explain  a  written 
oontract    in  re  Stroud,  502 

BXAMINBD  COPT. 
See  Uaam  JuMiMnff,  2. 

SXIGHirT. 
9W<  of—See  OuTLAWkT 


FAL8B  UIPRISONWBNT. 
Soe  CovvTT  CouuT,  ly.,  V. 

FBLONT. 
See  Bill  ov  Exchavai,  IV.  2. 

FOREIGN  LAW. 
iVoe/  rf-^Se*  E  vroniOB,  III. 

FRAUD. 
See  Bill  of  BxoHAiraa,  IV.  1. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 
Am  Balk. 


980 


FREIGHT. 


INSURANCE. 


FREIGHT. 
See  Cbabter-Partt. 


GUARANTEE. 

Coiittructxon  of. 

In  Contideration  o/paet  and  future  Credit.^ — 1. 
**  In  consideration  of  E.  E.  A  Go.  giving  credit 
to  D.  J.,  I  hereby  engage  to  be  responsible, 
and  to  pay  any  sum,  not  exceeding  1201.,  due 
to  the  said  E.  R.  A  Co.,  by  the  said  D.  J. :" 
— ^Held,  to  be  a  good  and  binding  guarantee, 
the  words  "giving  credit"  being  equally  ap- 
plicable to  future  as  to  poet  crediL  Edwarda 
T.  Jevone,  436 

2.  In  an  action  upon  this  guarantee,  the  decla- 
ration stated,  €x9.t,  at  the  time  it  was  giyen, 
D.  J.  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  46/.  for 
goods  sold,  and  which  sum  was  then  payable ; 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  sold  other  goods  to  D. 
J.,  to  the  amount  of  50^,  at  a  credit  which 
had  not  yet  expired ;  that  D.  J.  had  applied 
to  the  plaintifiiB  for  an  extension  of  credit  in 
respect  of  both  debts,  and  also  for  a  further 
supply  of  goods  on  credit^ — which  the  plain^ 
tiffs  had  consented  to  do  on  receiving  the  de- 
fendant's guarantee;  that  the  defendant,  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  gave  the  plain- 
tifGs  the  guarantee  above  set  out;  and  that  D. 
J.  made  default,  Ac. : — Held,  on  special  de- 
murrer, that  the  declaration  sufficiently 
showed  that  the  consideration  for  the  gua- 
rantee was  future  credit,  and  was  therefore 
good.  /6. 


HIRING. 
C<mtraet  of— See  Mastxb  astd  SiRYAirr. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

Bndoreement  of  PromUeory  Note  6y  the  Wife 
See  Bills  of  Exchakoe,  V.  1. 


ILLEGITIMATB  CHILD. 

See  Annuity. 

INDEBINITT. 

At  to  Coete,  under  6  <&  6  Vict.  c.  97,  t.  2. 

Costs,  V. 


See 


INSOLVENT  DEBTOR. 
Dieckarge,  under  1  <fr  2  VicL  e.  110. 

1.  Coets.] — The  abjudication  of  the  commis- 
sioner under  the  insolvent  debtors  act,  1  A  2 
Vic&  c.  110,  8.  90,  discharges  the  insolvent 
firom  all  debts  due  or  growing  due  at  the  time 
of  the  petition,  to  creditors,  or  to  persons 
claiming  to  be  ereditors.  Beny  y.  Irwin.  532 


An  insolvent  inserted  in  his  aehed«2«  th« 
name  of  A.,  in  whose  bands  he  had  placed 
two  bills  of  exchange  for  the  purpose  of  their 
being  discounted.  After  the  sohednle  waa 
filed,  he  discovered  that  A.  bad  endorsed  the 
bills  to  B.,  and  accordingly  obtained  leare  to 
amend  the  schedule  by  inserting  B.'s  naiae 
therein,  stating  the  ciroumstanoes  under  which. 
the  bills  came  to  B.'s  hands.  B.  sued  the  in- 
solvent on  the  bills,  and  obtained  a  verdioi 
at  the  assises  against  him  on  the  morning  of 
the  day  on  which  the  order  of  abjudication 
was  made,  and  proceeded  thereon  to  jodgment 
and  execution : — Held,  that  the  insolvent  wma 
entitled  to  be  discharged  as  to  the  aetion, 
both  in  respect  of  debt  and  co^ts, — althongb 
the  costs  were  incurred  after  the  filing  of  the 
petition.  lb' 

2.  Plea  of  puie  darrein  eonfinaMiMe.]— A  de« 
fendant,  who  after  issue  joined  obtained 
his  discharge  under  the  insolvent  debtan 
acts,  5  A  6  Vict  e.  116,  and  7  A  8  Vict.  o.  96, 
was  allowed  to  plead  such  discharge  j»icm 
darrein  eontinwmcef  without  an  affidavit 
(under  Reg.  Gen.  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4),  thstt 
the  matter  of  the  plea  arose  within  eight 
days  next  before  the  pleading  thereof, — it 
being  shown  that  the  omission  to  plead  within 
the  prescribed  time,  had  not  arisen  from  any 
culpable  conduct  on  his  part,  and  had  occa- 
sioned no  disadvantage  to  the  plaintiff:  but 
(Maulk,  J.,  dieeentietUe)  the  court  allowed  the 
plaintiff  the  costs  of  opposing  the  rule  for 
that  purpose.    Dunn  v.  Loftue,  76 

INSURANCE. 

Lo98  of  Freight, 

1.  The  ship  Lord  Cochrane,  with  a  cargo  on 
board,  left  Pernambuco,  on  a  voyage  to  Liver- 
pool, on  the  29th  of  June,  1839 :  in  proceeding 
out  of  the  harbour  of  Pemambucoy  she  stntek 
on  a  rock,  and  was  obliged  to  put  htick  to  be 
repaired:  the  master,  after  several  survey*, 
and  with  the  concurrence  of  the  persons  to 
whom  he  had  been  addressed  by  the  owner  to 
procure  a  cargo,  proceeded  to  repair  the  ship^ 
the  repairs  continuing  from  the  29th  of  June, 

1839,  till  the  4th  of  January  following :  the 
expenses  of  the  repairs  amounted  to  71S2/. 
S«.  Sd,,  a  sura  much  exceeding  the  value  of 
the  ship  and  freight,  and  which  sum  the 
master,  not  being  able  to  procure  it  in  any 
other  manner,  was  compelled  to  borrow  on 
bottomry,  and  accordingly  executed  a  bottom- 
ry-bond, charging  the  ship,  fVeight,  and 
cargo :  the  cargo,  which  had  been  nccessarilj 
taken  out  during  the  repairs,  was  reshipped, 
and  the  ship  sailed  on  the  6th  of  January, 

1840,  and  arrived  with  the  cargo  at  Liverpool : 
the  obligees  of  tho  bottomry-bond  received  the 
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freight  under  a  decree  of  the  coart  of  Admi- 
ralty. It  did  not  appear  when  the  owner  wae 
lint  informed  of  the  accident  to  the  ship ;  hat 
it  appeared  that  a  letter  from  Pemamhaoo, 
dated  the  14th  of  KoTemher,  1839,  and 
reoeivedon  the  80th  of  Deeemher,  containing 
aa  intimation  that  ''the  Lord  Coehraae's 
•spensei  were  likely  to  exceed  60002.,  with 
•ommiMion,  discharging  and  reloading  cargo, 
dra./'  was  shown  to  him,  and  that,  on  the  same 
day,  he  gare  notice  of  abandonment  of  the 
ship  and  freight  to  the  respeotire  underwriters 
on  each,  and  did  not  interfere  in  any  way 
afterwards  in  respect  of  either  ship  or  freight 
In  an  action  against  the  underwriters  on 
freight,  claiming  for  a  total  loss,  by  a  special 

.  Tcrdict  setting  out  the  abore  facts,  the  jury 
found  that  the  plaintiff  had  acted  bonA  Jlde, 
without  laelut,  and  as  a  prudent  owner  of  the 
•hip  and  freight,  if  uninsured,  would  hare 
acted :— Held,— alHrming  (he  Judgment  of  the 

.  Bxchequer  Chamber, — ^that  the  plaintiiF  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  in  respect  either  of  a 
total  or  a  partial  loss  of  flight,— the 
freight  haying  actually  been  earned,  and  its 
receipt  by  the  obligee  of  the  bottomry-bond 
being,  in  law,  a  receipt  by  the  plainti£  Ben- 
flOMT.  Ohe^HHan,  050 

2.  Held  also,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master, 
in  case  of  damage  to  the  ship»  to  do  all  that 
oan  be  done  towards  bringing  the  adrenture 
to  a  suooessftil  termination, — ^to  repair  the 
ship,  if  there  be  a  reasonable  prospect  of  doing 
so  at  an  expense  not  ruinous, — and  to  bring 
home  the  caigo,  and  earn  the  freight,  if  pos- 
sible ;  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  finding  to 
the  contrary,  it  must  be  assumed  that  this 
duty  has  been  properly  performed;  that, 
where  the  master  elects  to  repair,  the  mere 
£sct  of  the  expenses  of  repair  ultimately 
proving  to  be  greater  than  the  value  of  the 
ship,  would  not  be  sufficient  to  show  that  he 
acted  beyond  the  scope  of  his  authority,  or 
to  entitle  the  owner  to  treat  him  as  ceasing  to 
be  his  agent,  as  soon  as  he  commenced  the  re- 
pairs; and  that,  as  the  special  verdict  did  not 
find  that  the  owner,  if  on  the  spot,  would  not 
have  repaired  the  ship,  the  court  could  not 
infer  that  he  would  not  have  done  so.         lb. 

8ii  A  partial  loss  of  Areight  may  be  recovered 
opon  a  declaration  averring  for  a  total  loss.  lb. 

INVENTOR. 

Ste  LBTTIRS-PATBirr. 

IRISH  JUDGMENT. 

Attignwumt  of, 

1. '  Marriage  does  not  enure  as  an  assignment  to 
the  husband  of  a  Judgment  recovered  by  the 
wife,  in  Ireland,  before  the  marriafe,  under 

VOL.  VUI. — 77 


the  9  Q.  2,  c  6  (Irish),  amended  by  the  25  O. 
2,  c.  14  (Irish),  and  made  perpetual  by  the  12 
O.  3,  c  19,  s.  3.-  Fitagerald  r.  Fitzgerald,  592 
2.  Under  these  statutes,  an  examined  copy  of 
the  enrolment  of  the  memorial  of  an  assign- 
ment of  such  Judgment,  is  good  evidence  of 
that  assignment.  lb. 

IRRBOULARITT. 
St9  Practicb,  II. 

JOINT-STOCK  COMPANY. 

I.  Certijicatt  of  Htgittraiion,  under  7  <&  8  Vict. 

e.  110. 

1.  A  certificate  of  complete  registration  granted 
by  the  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies  pur- 
suant to  the  7  A  8  Vict.  e.  110,  s.  7,  incorpo- 
rates the  oompany,  acoording  to  s.  25,  not- 
irithstanding  the  deed  omits  some  of  the 
provisions  required  by  schedule  (A.)  to  be  in- 
serted therein.  At  aU  events,  it  is  not  oom- 
petent  to  a  shareholder,  in  answer  to  an  action 
for  a  call,  to  object  that  such  certificate  has 
been  granted  upon  the  production  of  an  insuf- 
ficient deed.  The  Btmwen  Irom  Compamy  v. 
BarmeU,  400 

2.  Qwjtre,  whether  the  judgment  of  the  registnor, 
in  granting  or  withholding  a  certificate,  is 
subject  to  review  t  lb. 

IL  Oontraete  by  Director*. 

1.  In  an  action  brought  against  a  joint-stock 
company  completely  registered  under  the  7 
A  8  Vict  e.  110,  for  goods  ordered  by  per- 
sons in  their  employ,  and  supplied  for  the 
purposes  of  the  company,  and  used  by  them 
in  their  works, — it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  persons  who  gave 
the  orders  were  authorised  by  the  directors  so 
to  do,  or  that  the  contract  was  made  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  the  company's  deed  of 
settlement  and  by-laws.  Smith  v.  The  Hull 
Qlaee  Company,  008 

2.  By  the  deed  of  settlement  of  a  joint-stock 
company,  completely  registered  under  the  7 
A  8  Vict  c.  110,  it  was,  amongst  other  things, . 
provided  that  it  should  not  be  lawful  for  tb«< 
directors  to  contract  any  debts,  in  conducting 
the  affairs  of  the  company,  beyond  the  sum 
of  100^  at  any  one  time,  except  in  the  case  of 
the  purchase-money  for  a  certidn  newspaper, . 
of  which  the  board  of  directors  might  leave 
unpaid  any  part,  not  exceeding  10001:,  and 
might  issue  "a  promissory  note,"  or  acceyt 
''a  bill  of  exchange,"  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
pany,  for  such  balance : — Held,  that  the  sub- 
stance of  the  authority  was,  that  the  directors 
might  contract  a  debt  to  the  amountof  lOOOi!;^ 
and  secure  it  by  a  negotiable  instrument ;  and 
that  the  directors,  having  eoatraeted  a  debi 
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to  that  amovnty  were  not  preduded  tnm 
giTing  security  for  it,  with  ita  legal  aeetvHona, 
by  9wtral  notea  or  hilU,  instead  of  a  single 
note  or  bilL  Thampaon  ▼.  The  Wealeyan 
Nawapaper  Aaaociattoiu  849 

JUDGE'S  ORDBR. 
See  BankrupTj  IV. 

JUBGBfBNT. 
See  Irish  Judoment. 

JURAT. 
See  ArnDAViT. 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

I.  Ckmatmctian  of  AgreemenL 

Tenancy  from  Tear  to  Tear.'\ — ^A.  agreed  to  let, 
and  B.  agreed  to  hire,  a  piece  of  hmd  con- 
taining about  15  acres,  at  an  annual  surfiMe- 
rent, — B.  to  use  the  land  for  the  purpose  of 
making  brieks,  and  to  pay  to  A.,  his  execu- 
tors, Ac,  3«.  per  1000  on  the  quantity  made, 
the  quanta^  made  to  be  not  less  than 
4,000,000  annually ;  the  ground  not  to  be  ez- 
eavated  beyond  the  depth  of  eight  feet,  with- 
out the  special  permission  of  A.  in  writing. 
A  portion  of  the  land  being  required  by  a 
railway  company,  B.'s  claim  for  compensation 
in  respect  of  his  estate  and  interest  in  the 
land  so  required,  and  for  deterioration  to  the 
residue,  was  referred  to  arbitration,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  lands-clauses-consolidation 
act,  1845,-8  k  9  Vict  c.  18.  The  umpire,  by 
his  award,  found  that  the  interest  of  B.  under 
the  aboTo  agreement  wae  that  of  merely  a 
tenant  from  year  to  year;  and  he  assessed  the 
compensation  upon  that  basis: — Held,  that 
the  construction  put  by  the  umpire  upon  the 
agreement  was  correct;  and  that  eridence 
tending  to  show,  tha^  by  the  custom  of  the 
brick-making  trade,  brick  land  is  nerer  hired 
from  year  to  year,  was  properly  rejected.  In 
re  Stroud.  602 

II.  Relation  of  Tmatee  and  Ceattd  qne  tmal — 
See  TRUSm. 

LAW-MERCHANT. 
See  907,  note  A. 

LEASE. 

Damagea  for  Breach  of  Contract  on  Sale  of— 
See  Ykndor  and  Purchaser. 

And  aee  Coyekamt. 

LETTER. 
OamAreixit  hj^~^See  A«Behmsnt,  1. 


LBTTBR  OF  LICENSE. 

See  Debtor  ahd  Creditor. 

LETTERS-PATENT. 
I.  l$^^ringementof, 

1.  Li  ease  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent^  Cm 
declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  ftt 
inventor  of  oertain  improyements  in  machiii€i7 
for  oorering  fibres,  applicable  in  the  mttlv- 
&etare  of  braid  and  other  fabrics ;  that  tibt 
Queen  had  granted  him  a  patent  for  his  in- 
Tention ;  and  that  the  defendant  iniHnged  ttb 
The  defendant  pleaded,— first,  non  eoneemit, 
—thirdly,  after  setting  out  the  speoifleatkm 
(which  recited  that  the  Queen  had  granted  to 
the  plaintiff  a  patent  for  improrements  in  na- 
chinery  for  covering  fibres,  applicable  to  fbe 
mannfkctnre  of  braid  and  other  fhbries,  eon- 
munioated  to  him  by  a  foreigner  reaidhig 
abroad),  that»  before  the  granting  of  the 
patent,  the  plaintiff  represented  to  Her  Mi^es- 
ty,  that»  in  eonaequence  of  a  eommunietxHeak 
made  to  him  by  a  certain  foreigner,  reeiding 
abroad,  he,  the  plaintiff,  was  in  possesrioR 
of  an  inrention  of  improvements  in  maehinarj 
for  covering  fibres,  applicable  in  the  maiin- 
facture  of  braid  and  other  &bries;  that  Her 
Majesty,  believing,  and  confiding  in  the  trath, 
and  acting  upon  the  suggestion  so  made  by 
the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  in  considera- 
tion thereof,  granted  the  letters-patent  in  the 
declaration  mentioned ;  and  that  such  repl^ 
sentation  was  false;  whereby  the  lettera- 
patent  were  null  and  void,-^fthly,  that  the 
alleged  invention  was  not  new,— eigbtUy, 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  by  his  specification 
particularly  describe  the  nature  of  his  invta- 
tion,  and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  be 
performed, — ninthly,  that  no  sufficient  sp^- 
fication  was  enrolled.  At  the  trial,  the  plain- 
tiff put  in  the  letters-patent  and  speeifleationy 
and  gave  evidence  to  show  that  a  machine 
like  his  had  never  been  in  use  before  the  date 
of  the  letters-patent : — Held,  that  this  entitled 
the  pluntiff  to  a  verdict  upon  the  issue  Joined 
on  the  first  plea.     Niekela  v.  Roaa,  679 

2.  Held,  also,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  te 
a  verdict  on  the  issue  joined  on  tlie  third  plea, 
unthout  any  proof  that  the  invention  waa  eom- 
munieaied  to  him  by  a  foreigner  reaidtng 
abroad,  as  alleged  in  the  petition  recited  in 

/  the  specification,—^  party  availing  himself 
of  information  from  abroad,  being  an  invent- 
or,  within  the  meaning  of  the  21  Jao.  1,  a  8, 
8.  6.  Jh 

n.  Bffeet  ef  Piea  of  Xan  eoneeeaiL 

And  aemHe,  that  the  plea  of  non  eoneeeaii  dH 
not  impoee  upon  the  plaintiff  the  burthen  of 
showing  tint  tlie  crown  had  power  to  griniy 
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until  evidence  liad  been  gtrtn  on  the  other 
aide  to  impeach  the  patent ;  and  that  the  aver- 
ment in  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
the  inventor  of  the  improvements  for  which 
the  patent  was  granted,  not  having  been  tra- 
versed, the  defendant  was  not  at  liberty  to 
pontrovert  that  fact  at  the  trial  NiekeU  v. 
[jSoM.  679 

ill.  Oonstruetion  of  Specification. 

1.  The  specification  stated  the  invention  to  re- 
late to  "  certain  inprovements  on,  or  additions 
to,  the  apparatus  or  parts  constituting  what 
are  called  braiding  or  plai ting-machines, 
whereby  the  inventor  was  enabled  to  produce, 
by  such  machines,  elastic  and  non-elastic 
braids,  and  other  fabrics,  with  elastic  or  non- 
elastic  strands,  yarns,  or  threads,  introduced 
lengthwise  of  the  fabric,  and  four  or  more 
in  the  same  surface  or  plane,  or  mixtures  of 
elastic  and  non -elastic  fibres  in  combination 
in  the  same  fabric, — such  introduced  elastic 
and  non -elastic  threads  or  strands  proceeding 
lengthwise  of  the  fabric  produced^  and  not 
partaking  of  the  movements  of  the  braiding 
or  plaiting  threads  or  yarns,  which,  in  the 
progress  of  working,  twist  around  or  over  the 
longitudinal  introduced  threads,  and  plait  or 
braid  amongst  each  other."  And,  after  de- 
aeribing  the  ordinary  braiding-machine, — in 
which  all  the  threads  partake  of  like  move- 
ments, and  all  aid  in  forming  a  fabric  of 
plaited  threads, — the  specification  (referring 
lo  the  annexed  drawings)  prooeeded  thus  to 
describe  the  .  new  process: — "the  table  a 
moves  on  a  hoU<no  tpincUe,  whioh  is  fixed  in 
the  framing  of  the  machine  by  sorew  and  nut 
at  61:  through  the  tube  h,  the  strand  or 
thread  of  india-rubber,  or  of  cotton,  or  of  other 
Hbrous  material,  which  is  to  form  one  of  the 
longitudinal  elastic  or  non-elastic  threads  of 
the  fabric,  passes ;  the  upper  part  of  the  tube 
h  rising  to  such  a  position  amongst  the  braid- 
ing threads,  that  in  the  evolution  of  those 
threads  from  one  selvage  to  the  other  of  the 
flkbrie,  they  pass  under  and  over  (and  lie  at 
the  back  and  firont  of  the  fabric)  each  of  the 
longitudinal  threads  or  yams;  hence,  the 
'  braiding  will  tie  the  longitudinal  threads  into 
a  fabric,  the  longitudinal  threads  forming  the 
length  of  the  fabric,  and  the  braiding  threads 
forming  the  covering  (when  sufliciently  closely 
worked),  and  the  tie-threads  of  the  fabric." 
The  Jury  found  that  the  plaintiff's  machine 
was  new,  but  that  the  use  of  a  hollow  re- 
•eivtny  spindle  or  tube  was  not  new : — Held, 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff's  claim  was 
for  the  hollow  spindle,  not^ettera%,  hnt fixed, 
this  finding  did  not  negative  the  novels 
of  the  plaintiff's  invention;  and  therefore 
that  he  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  issues 


Jomed  on  the  fifths  eighth,  and  ninth  pleas. 
IfiekelB  V.  Bon,  679 

2.  In  the  construction  of  a  specifloation,  the 
whole  instrument  must  be  taken  together, 
and  a  fiur  and  reasonable  interpretation  given 
to  the  words  used  in  it  Beard  v.  Egerton,  166 

3.  A  specification  of  a  patent  for  "a  new  and 
improved  method  of  obtaining  the  spontaneous 
reproduction  of  all  the  images  received  on  the 
focus  of  the  camera  obseura,"  in  describing 
the  process,  stated  it  to  be  divided  into  five 
operations : — ''  The  first  consists  in  polishing 
and  cleaning  the  silver  surface  of  the  plate,  in 
order  to  properly  prepare  or  qualify  it  for  re- 
ceiving the  sensitive  layer  or  coating  (iodine), 
upon  which  the  action  of  the  light  traces  the 
design ;  the  second  operation  is,  the  applying 
that  sensitive  layer  or  coating  to  the  silver 
surface :  the  third,  in  submitting  in  the 
camera  obseura  the  prepared  surface  or  plate 
to  the  action  of  the  light,  so  that  it  may  re- 
ceive the  images :  the  fourth,  in  bringing  out 
or  making  appear  the  image,  picture,  or  repre- 
sentation, which  is  not  visible  when  the  plate 
is  first  taken  out  of  the  camera  obseura :  the 
fifth  and  last  operation  is,  that  of  removing 
the  sensitive  layer  or  coating,  which  would 
continue  to  be  affected  and  undeigo  different 
changes  from  the  action  of  light, — this  would 
necessarily  tend  to  destroy  the  design  or 
tracing  so  obtained  in  the  camera  obseura." 
It  then  proceeded  to  give  a  description  of  the 
first -operation, — preparing  the  silver  surface 
of  the  plate;  the  concluding  part  of  which 
directed  that  nitric  acid  dissolved  in  water 
should  be  applied  three  different  times,  the 
plate  being  each  time  sprinkled  with  pounce 
and  lightly  rubbed  with  cotton :  adding — 
"  When  the  plate  is  not  intended  for  immediate 
use  or  operation,  the  acid  may  be  used  only 
twice  upon  its  surfiice  after  being  exposed  to 
heat :  the  first  part  of  the  operation,  that  is» 
the  preparation  as  far  as  the  second  applica- 
tion of  the  acid,  may  be  done  at  any  time : 
this  will  allow  of  a  number  of  plates  being 
kept  prepared  up  to  the  last  slight  operation : 
it  iif  Aow««er,  eomidered  indiepeneable,  that, 
juH  be/ore  the  moment  o/uting  theplatca,  in  the 
eamera,  or  the  reproducing  the  deeign,  to  put 
at  leaet  once  more  tome  acid  on  the  plate  and 
to  rub  it  lightJjf  with  pounce,  cw.  be/ore  etated  : 
finally,  the  plate  must  be  cleaned  with  cotton 
from  all  pounce  dust  which  may  be  on  the 
surface,  or  its  edges."  In  a  subsequent  part 
of  the  specification,  having  described  the 
eeeond  operation,  vii.  the  application  of  the 
iodine,  the  inventor  observed:  "After  this 
second  operation  is  completed,  the  plate  is  to 
be  passed  to  the  third  operation,  or  that  of 
the  camera  obseura :  whenever  it  is  possible, 
the  one  operation  ehoUd  immediat^if  foUow 
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a«  oiker  .'"—Held,  llimt»  taking  the  whole  ipe- 1 
eifteaiioB  together,  the  diieetion  m  to  the  third 
^ypUefttion  of  aeid,  wm  not  to  be  imdentood 
to  be  a  direetlon  to  apply  the  aeid  tifUr  tk§ 
•eeond  operatioii,  vis.  the  eoatiiif  the  plate 
with  iodine^— whioh,  it  waa^prored,  would 
render  the  whole  prooeaa  abortiTe^ — ^bni  io 
apply  it  as  part  of  the  Jim  operation ;  and 
that  the  fpedfieation  gave  solBeient  informa- 
tion to  an  operator  of  reaaonaUe  akilL  Bmrd 
T.  Bgtrii(m.  165 

LIBBL. 
PrivihffMt  Oomm¥nicathn-^8M  Blammm. 

LUCITATIOK. 
0/  Actiona  and  Switt. 

Under  the  9  d:  4  W,  A,  e.  27.}— 1.  The  object  of 
the  statute  8  A  4  W.  4,  o.  27,  was,  to  settle 
the  rights  of  persons  adversely  litigating  with 
each  other ;  not  to  deal  with  cases  of  trustee 
and  eeetui  que  tmet,  where  there  is  but  one 
single  interest,  rii.  that  of  the  person  bene- 
ficially entitled.     Oarrard,  dem.,  IStek,  ten. 

231 

3.  A  eeatui  que  tmet  who  enters  into  possession 
of  land,  becomes,  at  law,  tenant  at  will  to 
the  trustee:  where,  therefore,  the  equitable 
.  owner  of  an  estate,  a  term  in  which  has  been 
assigned  to  attend  the  inheritance,  is  in  pos- 
session, the  right  of  entry  under  the  2d  sec- 
tion of  the  8  A  4  W.  4,  c.  27,  accrues  only 
npon  the  determination  of  the  tenancy  at  will 
resulting  from  such  possession.  Jb, 

8.  The  8d  section  of  the  8  A  4  W.  4,  e.  27,  doee 
not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  cestui  que  truet 
holding  possession  of  land  under  the  trustee. 

Jb, 


MAPS. 


See 


See  Costs,  II.  2. 

MARRIAQB. 

Effect  of,  ne  to  the  W{ft*e  Choeee  in  Actii 
lajSH  JunaMMT. 


MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

Oontraet  of  Birimg, 

1.  A.  was  engaged  by  B.,  as  clerk,  under  a  con- 
tract of  hiring  for  two  years,  to  condnet  the 
business  of  a  shipping  agent  at  Southampton. 
In  the  course  of  such  employ,  it  was  the  duty 
of  A.  to  pay  freight,  dock-dues,  Ac,  to  meet 
whioh  B.  remitted  the  necessary  Ainds.  A. 
wrote  to  B.  for  a  remittance  of  1402.,  enclosing 
an  account  of  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
reqnired,^ne  of  them  being  the  payment  of 
SOf.  for  salary  due  to  himselt  Ten  days 
afterwards,  B.  sent  A.  1001.  enolosed  in  a  let- 


ter direethig  Urn  ta  apply  the  money  te 
"biiisineeBpinpoaea.*  A.  having  appropriated 
8M.  of  the  money  in  satisfibetion  of  his  salary, 
B.  discharged  Imn.  In  assumpsit  by  A. 
against  B.  Ibr  breach  of  the  contract  of  hiring^ 

B.  pleaded  a  plea  Justifying  the  discharge  of 
A.,  on  the  ground  of  his  haTing  wrongftiUj 
and  improperly  misappropriated  the  moo^ 
remitted,  and  wroagftilly  and  improperfy  dis- 
obeyed B.'b  orders  to  apply  the  money  ia 
**  business  puposes."  The  judge  left  it  to  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  had  bsem 
gttUty  of  any  wrongful  and  improper  misap- 
propriation  of  the  moneys  intmsted  to  him  bjf 
the  defendant,  or  of  any  wrongftil  or  improper 
disobedience  of  orders :— Held,  that  this  was  a 
proper  direction ;  and  that  the  judge  was  not 
bound  to  tell  the  jury  that  it  was  not  neeea- 
sary,  to  Justify  the  dismissal  of  the  plaintil^ 
that  he  should  hare  been  guilty  of  any  moial 
delinquency.    Smitkr.  Thompeou,  44 

2.  Held  also,  that,  in  awarding  a  sum  equal  to 
twelve  monflis'  salary,  the  plaintiff 
been  discharged  after  about  one  quarter's 
rice, — the  Jury  had  not  giren  excessiTa 
damages.  Au 

MEMORANDA. 
Death  of  CoLTKAV,  J.,  338. 
Promotion  of  Talfoubd,  J.,  383. 

MEMORIAL. 
Of  Amiyimen^^See  Irish  JuiHiiBaT,  2. 

MINES. 
See  CoYMXAXf, 

MISDIRECTION. 
See  Nbw  Trial. 

MONET  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 
iSSie  GoKTRACT,  L 

MONET  PAID. 
Where  fMiinUiinalle, 

A.,  being  indebted  to  B.,  gave  him  an  order  upas 

C,  his  agent,  who,  upon  its  being  presented, 
declined  to  pay  it,  but  said  he  would  set  it  eff 
against  a  larger  debt  due  from  B.  to  one  D., 
for  whom  C.  was  authorised  to  coUect  debts. 
C.  accordingly  credited  B.  with  the  amouBt 
mentioned  in  the  order,  and  debited  the 
account  of  D.  with  that  amount;  and  D.  after- 
wards gave  A.  a  letter  of  indemnity  agunst 
any  proceedings  6.  might  take  against  hias 
in  respect  of  his  debt  B.  having  subsequently 
sued  A.,  and  obtained  judgment  against  him 
(the  action  being  defended  in  A/s  name  by 
D.),  A.  paid  the  amount,  to  avoid  aa  ezeco- 


MUTUAL  OBBDIT. 


PARK. 


M6 


ftioB :— Held,  thftt  the  dTeoniBUMioaf  niNd  an 
Implied  reqaMt  by  D.  to  A.  to  i»aj  the  monoy ; 
aod  thftt  the  sum  so  paid,  wm  nooTonUe 
•gainsi  D.  in  an  aetion  for  money  ptid  by  A. 

Ml 


to  D.'i  nee.    Lemit  ▼.  CampbeU, 
And  mt  CoimucT,  UL 

Bailwat  Bbabss. 

MUTUAL  ORBDIT. 
iSiM  Bahkbupt,  IL 


NAME. 
Stt  Bill  ov  BxoBiJiOB,  Y.  2. 

NBGLIGEKGB. 
AeOAiB. 

NBW  TBIAL. 
AUegtd  Mitdireetum, 

It  ii  no  ground  for  a  new  trial,  that  the  Judge 
left  to  the  Jnry  as  a  question  of  faet,  that 
which  he  should  himself  have  decided  as  a 
matter  of  law,— unless  the  olijeotion  was  pre- 
sented to  the  notice  of  the  Judge  at  the  triaL 
Doe  d.  S&iekland  v.  StrUkkuuL  724 

NIL  DIGIT. 
Ste  Bavkbvpt,  IV. 

HON  G0NGBS8IT. 
J^eel  </— iSM  Lrtbbs  PATsn,  IL 

NOT  GUILTY. 
Sm  fsMAmxQ,  XL 

KUISANOB. 
Ste  PRAonoB,  IV. 


•ad  dUbimgaa,  the  flnt  txij^  /oeioe  is  pro- 
perly tested  on  the  day  on  whioh  the  dUtrimgat 
Ii  fifiinied.    JHek  ▼.  BeawuL  421 

m.  Tette  of  Attoeatur  ExigmL 

In  proceeding  to  outlawry  alter  final  Judgmenty 
the  writ  of  aUoeatur  exigent  is  properly  tested 
on  the  day  of  the  return  of  the  exigi  /adatf 
and  need  not  bear  teste  upon  the  jpianp  die 
poeL    Oex  r.  Beavan,  884 

IV.  Amendment  ^f  Order  for  Dietringae* 

A  Judge's  order  for  a  dietringae  was  made  and 
dated  on  the  12th  of  October,  upon  a  defeetiva 
aAdavit :  the  affidarit  was  amended,  and  re- 
sworn OB  the  18th,  and  the  order  was  then  de- 
lirered  out  as  of  the  12th.  Upon  a  motion  to 
rescind  the  order  and  subsequent  prooeedingf 
thereon,  the  oourt  allowed  the  date  to  ba 
altered  to  the  13th,  upon  payment,  by  tha 
plaintifT,  of  the  costs  of  the  amendment  and 
of  the  application  to  rescind  the  order.  Diek 
▼.  Beavetn,  821 


OUTLAWBT. 

I.  Affidavit /or  Dietringae  to  Ovtlawrg, 

An  affidavit  for  %dietr%ngae  to  outlawry,  stating, 
that  the  answers  to  the  attempts  made  to 
serre  the  defendant  with  the  writ  of  sum- 
mons at  his  last  known  residence  here,  were, 
that  the  defendant  is  abroad;  that  all  reason- 
able means  and  diligence  have  been  ineffect- 
ually used  to  serve  the  defendant  personally, 
and  that  the  deponent  believes  the  defendant 
keeps  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  service, — ^is 
sufficient;  a  less  degree  of  particularity  being 
required  on  such  an  application,  than  on 
moving  for  a  dietringae  to  compel  appearance. 
JDiek  V.  Beavan,  821 


.    II.  TeeU  of  Exigi  Faeiae. 
In  proceeding  to  outlawry  by  writ  of  summons 


PABK. 
In  wftoin  file  Prepertg  in  Deer, 

1.  Deer  in  a  park  (though  an  ancient  and  leged 
park)  may  be  so  tame  and  reclaimed  ft^m 
their  natural  wild  state,  as  to  pass  to  execu- 
tors as  personal  property.  Morgan  ▼.  Tho 
Earl  of  Ahergavenng,  788 

2.  In  trover  by  executors  against  the  heir,  for 
deer  in  a  park,  it  appeared  In  evidence  thai 
the  park  was  originally  about  900  acres  la 
extent,  but  that,  in  comparatively  modem 
times,  some  adjoining  land  had  been  ilirown 
into  it;  that  a  considerable  herd  of  deer  (800 
and  upwards)  had  always  been  kept  therein ; 
that  the  deer  were  attended  by  keepers,  and 
fed  in  the  winter  with  hay,  beans,  and  other 
food;  that  the  does  were  watched  at  felling 
time,  and  the  fawns  marked  as  they  dropped ; 
and  that  some  of  the  deer  were  oocasionallj 
seleeted  from  the  herd  by  means  of  dogs,  and 
stalled  and  fettened  for  oonsumption  or  for 
sale  to  venison -dealers.  There  was  also  a  oob- 
siderable  body  of  documentary  evidenoe  to 
show  that  the  park  had  a  legal  origin.  In  hife 
summing  up,  the  Judge  toM  the  Jury,  that^  by 
the  general  law,  deer  in  a  park  went  to  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  owner  of  the  park,  but  that 
deer  which  were  tame  and  reclaimed  beeamt 
personal  property,  and  went  by  law  to  the 
personal  representative  of  the  owner  of  the 
deer,  and  not  to  the  heir  of  the  owner  of  the 
park:  and  he  left  it  to  them  to  say  whether 
the  place  in  question  was  proved  by  the  evi- 
denoe to  have  been  an  ancient  park,  with  the 
legal  rights  of  a  park ;  telling  them,  thal»  if 
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U  had  beett  aa  racient  park,  and  Ilia  bound- 
aries oould  not  now  be  asoertaiaad,  thongh 
^0  franchise  might  thereby  become  fosfeitod 
in  reference  to  the  crown,  that  would  not 
affect  the  question  between  the  parties  rela- 
Ihre  to  the  deer, — that  question  being,  whether 
the  deer  were  tame  and  reclaimed,  whi<di  must 
be  determined  by  the  nature  and  state  of  the 
animals^  and  of  the  place  in  whieh  they  were 
liDept,  and  their  mode  of  treatment:  and  he 
then  left  them,  in  writing,  the  following  ques- 
tions,— 1.  Whether  they  found  for  the  plain- 
tiffs or  for  the  defendant,— 2.  Whether  they 
fbond  the  plaoe  to  be  an  ancient  park,  with 
the  inoidents  of  a  legal  park,— 3.  Whether 
the  boundaries  could  be  ascertained  by  dis- 
tinet  marks.  The  jury,  in  answer  to  the 
aeeond  question  so  put,  said  they  found  the 
place  to  be  an  ancient  park  with  all  the  inci- 
dents of  a  legal  park ;  and,  in  answer  to  the 
third  question,  that  the  boundaries  of  the 
ancient  park  could  be  ascertained.  As  to 
the  first  question,  they  expressed  a  desire  to 
abstain  from  answering  it ;  but,  upon  being 
required  to  say  whether  they  found  for  plain- 
tiSs  or  for  defendant,  they  found  for  the  plain- 
tiffli — obsenring  **  that  the  animals  had  been 
originally  wild,  but  had  been  reclaimed :" — 
Held,  that  the  direction  was  correct,  and  the 
TBrdiet  sufficient  in  point  of  law;  and  that 
the  eridenee  was  such  as  was  proper  to  be 
fubmitted  to  the  jury.  Morgan  ▼.  The  Earl 
iff  Abergavenny,  768 

PAST  COHABITATION. 

See  ANNurrr. 

PATENT. 
JSt€  Lbttbbs-Patbht. 

PAUPER. 
Stdnf  im  Formd  Pat^Mrit— -jS<m  Comnnr  Covbt, 

PLANS. 
See  Costs,  IL  2. 

PLEADING. 
1.  Ihdaration  on  Guarantee — See  GvABAimB. 

n.  Not  Ouilty,  in  Oaee. 

Xa  oaae  for  words  not  actionable  per  ee,  averring 

apodal  damage,  "  not  guilty"  puts  in  issue  not 

only  the  speaking  of  the  words,  but  also  the 

apeeial  damage  alleged.    Wilhy  t.  Sleton,  142 

Xn«  Want  of  Coneideration,  Frand,  Ae, — See 
Bills  of  Exchangk,  IV. 

lY.  Oon/ueion  and  Avoidanee^Poet,  YL,  VII. 

Y.  D^eaeanee^See  Bebtob  ahd  Cbbditob. 


YI.  Ji{fiumcU  Traver9§< 

In  case  against  engineers  for  so  negHgentlj 
constmottng  and  erecting  a  madiine,  that  it 
exploded,  and  kiUed  the  husband  of  the  plain- 
tiff, the  defendants  pleaded,  that,  at  the  tiso 
of  the  accident,  the  machine  was  unfit  for  um^ 
by  reason  of  tiie  dampness  of  the  brick-work 
in  whieh  it  was  set;  that  they  so  informed  the 
deceased,  and  cautioned  him  not  to  use  it; 
and  that,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  ma- 
chine exploded,  as  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, concluding  with  a  verification : — Held* 
that  the  plea  did  not  present  a  confession  and 
avoidance  of  the  whole  cause  of  action,  but 
was  an  informal  traverse  of  a  part  only,  and 
therefore  bad.    Dakin  v.  Brown.  92 

YIL  Juetification  ta  Treapaee, 

1.  Qncere,  to  what  extent  a  seisure  of  goods 
under  nJL/a.  can  be  justified,  when  properij 
pleaded,  where  the  possession  of  the  goods 
has  been  illegally  obtained.  The  Duke  of 
Brunewick  v.  Slowman.  317 

2.  In  trespass  by  A.  against  B.  for  false  imprl 
sonment,  B.  pleaded  that  J.  S.  recovered  a 
judgment  against  A.,  in  the  sheriff's  court, 
London, — ^that  A.  was  summoned,  and  i^ 
peared  before  the  judge  of  that  court,  who 
ordered  the  sum  recovered  to  be  paid  by 
instalmentSy-^that  the  first  instalment  was 
demanded  and  not  paid, — that  the  judge 
duly,  by  warrant  under  his  hand  and  seal, 
according  to  8  A  9  Vict  c  127,  ordered  the 
officer  of  the  court  to  take  A.,  and  convey  him 
to  prison  for  forty  days — and  that  B.,  as  the 
attorney  of  J.  S.,  delivered  the  warrant  to  the 
officer,  who  took  A.  Replication,  that,  by 
this  order,  it  was  not  directed  that  A.  should 
be  committed,  modo  et  formd : — Hold,  thai 
the  warrant  issued  did  not  support  the  fdea, 
which  must  be  taken  to  aver  the  existenoo 
of  a  legal  warrant ;  and  that  the  defendant, 
having  acknowledged  actual  participation  ia 
the  act  of  trespass,  by  pleading  in  confession 
and  avoidance,  oould  not  protect  himself,  tqnm 
thia  ueue,  by  showing  that  he  had  merely 
acted  as  the  attorney  of  J.  8.  Kinning  r. 
Buchanan.  371 

YUI.  Plea  pure  darrein  Ooniinuanee'^See  Ir- 

SOLVBNT  BbBTOB,  2. 

IX.  Reflieatwn  de  Injurid. 

1.  The  general  traverse  de  injurid  can  be  replied 
to  those  pleas  only  which  show  that  the  plain- 
tiffs had  not  at  any  time  a  cause  of  aottoa 
against  the  defendant.    Catterall  v.  Leee,  113 

2.  Where  a  plea  justifies  a  trespass  under  a  JL 
fa.,  on  the  ground  that  the  outer  door  waa 
open  at  the  time  of  the  entry  and  seisoro, 
that  allegation  is  put  in  issue  by  the  replioa- 


POWER. 


PWSONER. 
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tlon  dt  iufmrU.     Tkt  Ihike  of  Bnnmnek  t. 
JBhwmmm.  817 

POWER. 
0/  Appointment,  kovt  executed. 

Atteetation  of  PHblicaiion.'] — 1.  Certain  estates 
were  settled  by  deed,  to  the  use  of  snoh  person 
or  persons,  in  snoh  ports,  shares,  Ao.,  as  S.  S. 
should  by  deed,  as  therein  mentioned,  or  by 
her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  any 
writing  purporting  to  be,  or  in  the  nature  of, 
her  last  will  and  testament^  ''to  be  by  her 
eigned  and  puhlieked  in  the  presenoe  of,  and 
attested  by,  two  or  more  oredible  witnestes, 
direct  or  appoint"  8.  8.  made  a  will,  which 
was  signed  and  sealed  by  her  in  the  presenoe 
of  two  witnesses,  to  whom  she  at  the  time 
declared  it  to  be  her  last  will  and  testament 
The  attestation  clause  was  thus — "  eigned  and 
•ealed  in  the  presence  of  A.  B.,  C.  D. :"— Held, 
that  this  was  a  suAeient  "publication,"  and 
consequently  that  the  power  was  weU  exe- 
cuted. Vineent  r.  The  Biehop  of  Sodor  and 
Man.  ^06 

2.  A  power  was  reserved  to  a  nuuried  woman  to 
dlspose-of  personal  proper^  by  her  last  will 
and  testament  in  writing,  to  be  by  her  duly 
made  and  published  in  the  presenoe  of,  and  to 
be  attested  by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses. 
The  donee,  by  her  will,  without  any  reference 
to  the  power,  or  to  the  subject-matter,  be- 
queathed to  her  husband  *'  all  that  she  did  and 
should  or  would  thereafter  be  entitled  to,  or 
should  possess;"  concluding  thus :—"  Signed 
by  me,  E.  J.,  February  U,  1831,  In  the 
presence  of  two  witoesses,"  and  then  followed 
the  signatures  of  the  witnesses :— Held,  that 
this  was  not  a  due  execution  of  the  power. 
Johne  7.  JHekineen.  f^Zi 

PBACnOB. 

L  Service  o/Xulee,  Se. 

See  ABBrrRAmnnv  II. 

II.  Irregularitji. 

1FatMr.]~0btaining  time  to  plead  (withontany 
order  or  consent-summons),  is  a  waiver  of  any 
irreguhuity  in  the  rule  to  plead.  Carpenter 
y.  HaU.  84 


IIL  Frivotone  J/emwrer^Peet,  IV. 

IV.  Triai. 

In  ease  against  the  defendants  for  disturbing 
the  phbintiff  in  his  oeevpaiion  of  an  hotel,— 
the  defendants  pleaded  that  they  were  a  joint- 
stock  company,  registered  pursuant  to  the  8 
A  9  Vict  c.  110,  for  the  purpose  of  estoblish- 
ing  and  carrying  on  a  communication,  by 
means  of  steamboats,  between  England  and 
certain  porte  of  Frano^  betog  a  purpose  of 


great  general  and  public  utility  and  adraii* 
tage ;  that  it  was  necessary  for  them,  for  ^t 
purpose  of  oarrying  on  the  said  communica- 
tion, to  oonstmot  and  repair  steamboate  and 
other  ▼essels,  and  the  machinery  thereof; 
that  it  was  greatly  for  the  public  adrantage 
that  the  said  construction  and  repairs  of  the 
said  steam  and  other  yessels  should  be  exe- 
cuted at  some  conyenient  place  near  to  the 
port  of  F.,  because  the  same  could  be  there 
done  at  less  expense,  and  so  the  company 
would  be  enabled  to  charge  the  public  lower 
rates  or  fares;  that  the  premises  where  the 
alleged  nuisances  were  committed,  were  a 
conyenient  place  near  to  F.  for  the  purposa 
aforesaid;  and  that  the  noises,  Ac,  com- 
plained o^  w«re  necessarily  and  unayoidably 
made  in  the  execution  of  such  repairs,  Ao. 

The  plaintiff  replied,  admitting  that  the 
defendante  were  a  joint-stock  oompany  regis- 
tered pursuant  to  the  stotate,  de  injurid  end 
proprid  dbtque  reeiduo  eauecc  ;  and  added  the 
similiter ;  and,  on  the  7ih  of  July,  deliyered 
the  issue,  with  notice  of  trial  for  the  then  next 
assises. 

On  the  17th  of  July,  the  defendante  gaye 
notice  that  they  had  struck  out  the  similiter, 
and  deliyered  a  demurrer  to  the  replication^ 
on  the  ground  that»  the  plea  not  consisting 
of  mere  matter  of  excuse,  de  injurid  was  ini^)- 
plioable.  On  the  29th,  a  judge,  on  summons^ 
set  aside  the  demurrer  as  fldyolous,  and  or<* 
dered  that  tfie  issue  deliyered  should  stand, 
and  Uie  cause  be  tried  aceordingly.  Th« 
cause  was  tried,  and  the  plaintiff  obtained  a 
yerdiet:— 

Held,  that  the  order  was  properly  made^ 
and  the  trial  regular,  ffeginffhoikam  y.  7%e 
Xaetem  -  and-  Chntinental'Steam-Paeket-  Com- 
jNMy.  8S7 

V.  Qnaehing  Writ  ofError^See  Wbr  of 
Erbob. 

PRISOKEE. 
IKteharffe  from  Bxeeutum^Plaint^  Bead, 

The  defendant  was  taken  in  eaeoatiOBiipoiiia 
ea.  eo.  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintlfi^  in  Jmae, 
1841 ;  In  August  in  the  same  year,  the  plain- 
tiff left  England,  and  was  shortiy  allerwardt 
seen  at  St  Petoisbnrgh,  but  had  neyer  been 
heard  of  sinoe.  Upon  an  affidayit  of  thiese 
facte,  and  showing  reasonable  ground  to  in- 
duce them  to  belieye  that  the  plaintiff  wu 
dead,  and  alleging  that  proper  aeareh  had 
been  made,  and  no  trace  of  a  wlU  or  grant  4f 
administraflon  found,-- the  court  (in  1840) 
ordered  the  defendant  to  be  discharged  ftvm 
custody,  without  regard  to  any  supposed  Ilea 
of  the  attonty  for  oosts.  Camp  t.  Pote,    37f 

[In  a  (mbeeqMnt  WMe,^Bidedale  ▼•  Lataar,  & 
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PROHIBITION. 


SHERIFF. 


T.  1861,— tho  eoori  deelined  to  order  Om  pii- 
ioner'fl  diioharge ;  bnt  they  referred  U  to  the 
master  to  adrertiae  for  next  of  kin  of  the 
pleintUi;  at  the  defendant's  eost] 

FBIVILBaBD  COMHUNIOATION. 

PBOHIBITIOK. 
Se»  OouinT*CovBT^  L 

PBOMISSORT  NOTB. 
/Sm  Bill  or  Bxchavab. 

PBOTBCTED  TBAK8ACTI0KS. 
See  Bahkbupt,  IV. 

PUIS  DABBBIN  CONTIKUAKOIL 
Pisa— jSSm  InsoLTBm  Bbbtob,  2. 


BAILWAT  COMPANT. 
uMtfrvfion  wtder  9S9  VieL  e.  18. 

iSiM  AKBrntAVBHT,  L 

BAILWAT  SHABBS. 
S^nuriaue  (krt\fiiOate$» 

1.  Ob  the  lOfh  of  March,  1847,  A.  employed  B., 
a  share-broker  and  member  of  the  London 
Btock-Bzohange,  to  sell  for  him  certain  docu- 
ments which  purported  to  be  scrip  or  certifi- 
cates, each  for  fifty  shares,  in  a  projected  rail- 
way company.  On  the  27ih  B.  sold  these  oer- 
Hficates  to  C,  and  handed  over  the  proceeds 
to  A.  The  certificates  being  subsequently 
found  to  be  forged,  B.  was,  on  the  11th  of  May, 
called  upon  and  obliged  to  pay  (pursuant  to  a 
resolution  of  a  committee  of  the  Stock-Bx- 
/shange)  to  0.  a  certain  agreed  value  as  for 
genuine  certificates  of  that  company,  and 
which  considerably  exceeded  the  price  for 
which  ho  had  sold  the  spurious  certificates. 
In  an  action  by  B.  against  A.  to  reooTcr  the 
«nm  so  paid  by  him  to  0.,  the  declaration  con- 
tained a  special  count  averring  a  promise  by 
A.  that  the  certificates  were  genuine,  and  a 
oount  for  money  paid.  Upon  the  latter  count, 
A.  paid  into  court  the  sum  he  had  received 
en  the  original  sale,  with  interest:— Held, 
that  B.  was  not  entitled  to  recover  upon  the 
speeial  count,  there  being  no  promise,  express 
or  implied,  that  the  certificates  were  genuine ; 
and  tliat,  under  the  count  for  money  paid,  B. 
was  only  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  aetu- 
aUy  paid  by  him  to  A.    Wettropp  v.  Solawton, 

846 

Si  Hel^  also,  that  the  resolution  of  the  oom- 
ttUtae  of  the  Btodk-Bxehaage^  made  after  the 


was  completed,  however  It  mighit 
bind  the  members  of  that  bo<|y,  could  set 
aiisotA.  ik 

EBA80NABLK  TIMB. 
See  CoBTK4cr,  IL 

RBQI8TBATI0K 

IMsr  7  ^  VieL  e.  110— jSIm  Jonrr-0TOOK 
COMPAHT,  I. 

BBNT-CHABGB. 
See  Com,  V. 

BEPLKViR. 
F^  TUke-Bent-Ckarg^^See  Costs,  V. 

BIGHT  OF  BITTBT. 

^SWBOWBB. 


8ALB. 


DeUeerg  amd  Aoo^ttmee,  to  eaiirfff  ike  19  Oar,  % 

e.  8,  a  17. 

A.  eontraeted  with  B.  to  purchase  of  him  tha 
trunks  of  certain  oak  trees,  then  felled,  and 
lying  at  Hadnoek,  about  twenty  miles  from 
Chepstow.  The  course  was^  for  A.'s  agent  to 
select  and  mark  those  portions  which  he  in- 
tended to  purchase,  and  for  B.  to  sever  the 
tope  and  sidings  and  float  the  trunks  down  the 
river  Wye  to  A.'s  wharf  at  Chepstow,  and 
there  deliver  them.  After  a  portion  of  the 
timber  had  been  delivered,  and  the  whole  paid 
for,  B.  became  bankrupt:  whereupon  A.  sent 
his  men  to  B.'s  premises  at  Hadnoek,  and 
severed  and  carried  away  the  marked  portioBS 
of  oertain  trees  ^— Held,  that  no  property  in 
the  trees,  or  any  portion  of  the  trees,  which 
had  not  been  delivered  by  B.,  passed  to  A. 
by  the  contract ;  and  that  there  was  no  de- 
livery or  acceptance  to  satisfy  the  statute  of 
frauds :  and,  consequently,  that  the  assignees 
of  B.  were  entitled  to  recover  the  value,  in 
trover.   Acraaiaa  v.  Morriee.  448 

And  eee  VxxnoB  akd  Pubchasbb. 

SCBIP. 
See  BiiLWAT  Shabbs. 

BHBBIFF. 
nUgai  Seiamre  umltr  e^  FL  Ftu 

1.  Where  a  plea  justifies  a  trespass  under  a  /. 
/a.,  on  the  ground  that  the  outer  door  was 
open  at  the  time  of  the  entry  and  seiiursb 
that  allegation  Is  put  in  issue  by  the  replica- 
cation  d^  fajarid.   TkeJDuke<^Bnm9wickr. 

817 
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2.  A.,  a  sheriff 'a  offloer,  to  whom  »  writ  offi.  fa, 
WM  direeted,  offered,  for  •  peouniary  oon- 
Bidoratioii,  to  delay  its  ezeeation  for  a  few 
days.  B.y  who  exercised  the  oiBoe  of  bailiff  to 
the  sherill^  in  partnership  with  A.>  afterwards 
illegally  executed  the  writ  by  breaking  open 
an  outer  door ;  and  A.  subsequently  withdrew 
his  men  from  possession  on  payment  of  the 
amount  endorsed  on  the  writ,  and  of  a  honvM 
to  himself  :—Held«  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
jury  in  finding  A.  to  be  a  oo-trespasser,  as 
baring  authorised  the  unlawful  act  of  his  part- 
ner B.  Thelhkke  o/Brumfeiek  r,  Slowman,  817 

3.  In  such  a  ease,  the  damages  are  peouliarly  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Jury :  and  they  may  in- 
clude the  sum  paid  for  the  withdrawal  of  the 
execution.  lb. 

4.  Qucere,  to  what  extent  a  soixure  of  goods 
under  a>!.  fa,  can  be  Justified,  when  properly 
pleaded,  where  the  possession  of  the  goods 
has  been  illegally  obtained.  lb. 

BLANDER. 
Wordt  not  aeti<mabl€  without  Special  Damagt, 

1.  0/  a  iS^JbooI-mwfreM.]— The  words ''  Ton  are 
living  by  imposture :"  **Y<m  used  to  walk  8t 
Paul's  Church  Yard  for  a  living," — spoken 
of  a  woman  with  the  intention  of  imputing 
that  she  was  a  swindler  and  a  prostitute, — 
are  not  actionable,  without  special  damage. 
Wilby  ▼.  EUton.  U2 

In  case  for  words  not  actionable  per  ee, 
averring  special  damage,  "not  guilty"  puts  in 
issue  not  only  the  speaking  of  the  words,  but 
also  the  special  damage  alleged.  lb, 

2.  0/  a  Dimenting  Ifuiwter.] — A  dedaraUon  for 
slander  and  libel  stated,  by  way  of  induce- 
ment, that  the  plaintiff  was  minister  of  a  dis- 
senting congregation  at  T.,  deriving  emolu* 
ments  from  his  said  calling;  that  he  bad 
formerly  been  a  draper  at  8.,  In  partnership 
with  H.  P.,  his  brother-in-law;  that  the  part- 
nership had  been  dissolved,  and  that  there 
were  certain  accounts  and  money  transac- 
tions between  the  plaintiff  and  H.  P.  in  rela- 
tion thereto ;  that  fhlse  and  scandalous  reports 
conoeming  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  partner- 
ship aooounts  and  transactions  had  been 
circulated  among  the  congregation  at  T.,  and 
it  was  proposed  that  one  E.  H.  should  examine 
into  the  said  accounts  and  transactions,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that  a  correspond- 
enoe  and  discussion  afterwards  took  place 
between  the  defendant  and  one  R.  A.,  relating 
to  those  accounts  and  transactions :  the  first 
count  then  proceeded  to  allege  that  the  de- 
fendant, intending  to  injure  the  plaintiff  in 
his  office  and  character  of  minister  of  the  con- 
gregation at  T.,  and  to  cause  him  to  be  de- 
prired  of  that  office,  Ac,  in  a  discourse  of  and 
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concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concern- 
ing hfan  in  his  said  ealling  and  ministry,  and 
of  and  ooneeming  the  said  partnership,  and 
the  said  accounts  and  money  transactions 
with  H.  P.,  spoke  these  words,<^with  proper 
innuendoes, — **  I  do  not  go  by  reports :  I  go 
by  a  knowledge  of  facts.  Mr.  H.  (the  plain- 
tiff) is  a  rogue ;  and  I  can  prove  him  to  be  so, 
by  the  books  at  8.  Mr.  H.  pretends  to  say  he 
has  been  as  good  as  a  father  to  him  (meaning 
H.  P.) ;  but,  yon  see,  be  has  been  robbing  him. 
He  has  cheated  Mr.  P.  of  20002. :  so  you  see 
what  sort  of  a  fhther  he  has  been  to  him.  I 
will  so  expose  Mr.  H.  (the  plaintiff),  that  he 
will  not  be  able  to  hold  up  his  head  in  T. 
f  ulpit>  or  any  other.  I  said  to  Mr.  P.,  I  do 
not  wish  to  see  the  books,  but  he  desired  me 
to  come  in  and  see  them ;  and  he  told  me  he 
did  not  care  who  saw  them.  Mr.  H.  (the  plain- 
tiff) has  out-generalled  him  in  erery  thing 
(meaning,  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken  an  un- 
fair advantage  of  the  said  H.  P.,  and  had 
conducted  himself  in  an  improper  manner 
towards  him  in  relation  to  and  in  connexion 
with  the  said  partnership  and  the  said  ac- 
oounts).  Now,  I  do  not  go  by  what  I  have 
heard ;  but  I  know  it  to  be  true." 

In  the  second  count,  the  words  charged 
were,— <' Mr.  H.  (the  plaintiff)  has  cheated 
Mr.  P.,  his  brother-in-law,  of  upwards  of 
20002.  Mr.  H.  (meaning  the  said  E.  H.)hae 
been  to  8.,  and  found  aU  true  as  I  represented 
to  Mr.  H.  I  wonder  how  any  respectable 
person  can  countenance  such  a  man  by  their 
presence.  I  hare  been  advising  some  other 
persons  to  go  to  the  Wesleyan  chapel ;  as  they 
would  there  hear  plain  honest  men." 

The  fifth  count  charged  the  defendant  with 
having  written  and  published,  of  and  con- 
cerning the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  conoeniing 
the  said  partnership  transactions  and  aoconnts 
between  the  plaintiff  and  H.  P.,  and  of  and 
concerning  the  said  false  and  scandalous  re- 
ports,— "It  has  all  through  been  admitted, 
that  Mr.  H.  (the  ^plaintiff ),  in  his  dealings 
with  his  relatives,  kept  dear  of  the  meshes  of 
the  law.  The  charges  brought  against  him  are 
not  founded  on  strictiy  illegal  aots,  but  on 
overreaching,  Ac,  Ac,  his  late  partner." 

The  sixth  oount  charged  the  defendant  with 
having,  in  answer  to  a  letter  addressed  to  him 
by  E.  A.  (the  plaintiff's  friend),  containing, 
among  other  things,  the  following  passage, — 
"  Ton  have  even  said  in  T.,  that  Mr.  H.  (the 
plaintiff)  has  cheated  his  relations  out  of 
20002."— written  and  published,  of  and  coa- 
ceming  the  plaintiff^  and  of  and  concerning 
the  said  partnership,  and  of  and  coneeming 
the  said  accounts  and  money  transactions 
between  tho  plaintiff  and  H.  P.,  and  of  and 
ooneeming  the  words  referred  to  in  the  letter 
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soLicrroB. 


TRUSTEE. 


of  B.  A.,  M  follows :~"  I  beir  to  teU  jva,  that 
you  do  not  UDderataad  the  mattcn  at  all ;  that 
yon  have  been  grossly  deoeired ;  and  that  yon 
are  advoeating  a  case  the  most  disrspotable 
that  has  come  within  my  knowledge  for  many 
a  day ;  and  this  yon  will  freely  admit,  when 
the  facts  of  it  are  ftilly  comprehended :  and 
this,  my  own  opinion  of  the  matter,  is  held  in 
eommon  with  aU  the  gentlemen  and  ministers 
who  have  heard  both  sides  of  the  question/' 
—thereby  meaning  that  the  plaintiir  had  been 
and  was  guilty  of  improper  and  vnbecoming 
eondaot,  and  had  behaved  himself  in  a  man- 
ner unworthy  a  preacher  and  minister  as 
albresald. 

The  declaration  then  alleged  for  special 
damage,  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  injured  in 
his  calling  as  a  minister  and  preacher,  and 
brought  into  public  scandal,  Ac,  and  that 
divers  persons  ft^uenting  the  said  chapel  at 
T.,  had  withdrawn  therefrom,  and  reftrsed  to 
permit  the  plaint)^  to  preach  there,  whereby 
the  plaintiff  had  been  prevented  from  obtain- 
ing profits,  Ac 

It  appeared  that  the  words  charged  in  the 
first  and  second  counts,  wore  intended,  and 
were  understood,  to  convey  an  imputation 
that  the  plaintiff  had  taken  advantage  of  his 
brother-in-law  in  the  course  of  the  partnership 
transactions  and  accounts,  though  by  what 
precise  means  did  not  appear;  and  that  the 
libels  which  were  the  subject  of  the  fifth  and 
sixth  counts  were  written  by  the  defendant  in 
answer  to  a  letter  from  the  plaintiff's  friend, 
R.  A.,  who  had  been  in  correspondence  with 
the  defendant  on  the  subject  of  the  charges 
against  the  plaintiff,  with  the  sanction  and 
eonourrenee  of  the  latter. 

The  only  evidence  of  special  damage,  was 
that  of  a  witness  who  stated  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  told  him  he  was  to  receive  30/.  a  year 
for  preaching  in  T.  chapel ;  but  there  was  no 
evidence  as  to  the  way  in  which  that  sum  was 
to  be  raised,  or  who  were  the  parties  to  pay 
it ;  neither  was  there  any*evidence  that  any  of 
the  congregation  had  absented  themselves 
from  the  chapel  in  consequence  of  the  reports, 
or  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  any  pecu- 
niary damage  therefrx>m : — 

Held,  that,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  special 
damage,  the  words  charged  in  the  first  and 
second  counts, — not  being  spoken  of  the 
plaintiff  in  reference  to  his  office  of  minister, 
— were  not  the  subject  of  an  action ;  and  that 
the  letters  declared  on  in  the  fifth  and  sixth 
counts  were  in  the  nature  of  confidential  and 
privileged  commnnieaiions.  Hopwood  v. 
Tkom,  293 

SOLICITOR. 
See  Attoshit. 


8PB0IAL  DAHA0B. 

Sm  Blahdibib. 

BPBOIPICATIOlf. 
Gmttruetitm  of—Set  hwmBS  Patsbt. 

STATUTE  OP  PRAUDS. 
SeeBAJLK, 

STOCK  BROKER. 
Proof  ^f  ForHgn  Late  hp — See  ETiiiavoB» 

STOCK  BXCHANOB. 
BmoimtioHe  qf-^-Sto  Railway  Ssabbs. 

STONE   QUARRY. 
See  Cotbitast. 


TENANCY  AT  Willi. 
jSbs  Tbustbb. 

TERBL 

3o  affiiui  Maenfonec 

Surrender  of] — ^A  surrender  of  a  term  assigned 
to  attend  the  inheritance,  is  not  to  be  pre- 
sumed, unless  there  has  been  a  dealing  with 
the  estate  in  a  way  in  which  reasonable  men 
would  not  have  dealt  with  it  unless  the  term 
had  been  put  an  end  to.  Oarrard,  dem.,  Tkek, 
ten.  281 

TIMBER. 

^SmCotbhabi. 
Balb. 

TIME. 
Fcr  Per/orwmmte  of  Centreut—See  OOVTBACT,  H. 

TIME  TO  PLEAD.      / 
See  Pbacticb,  IL 

TITHB-RBNT-CHARaB. 

See  Costs,  V. 

TRESPASS. 

See  CoVBTT-CoiTBTy  V. 

TROVER. 
See  Balm. 

TRUSTEE. 

JUieithm  of  Tmetee  and  Oeetui  que  trwH, 

1.  The  object  of  the  statute  3  A  4  W.  4,  c  2T, 
was,  to  settle  the  rights  of  persons  adversely 
litigating  with  each  other ;  not  to  deal  with 
cases  of  trustee  and  eeehti  que  truet^  wheia 
there  is  but  one  single  interest^  vis.  that  ef 


UNLIQUIDATED  DAHAODS. 


WKIT  OF  ERROR.        991 


s 


Um  p«no&  boitfldAlIy  tnlifled.  Gmrrmrd, 
MuLt  Tttek,  ten.  231 

2.  A  cMlin  qwi  tru&i  who  enton  into  ponowion 
of  land,  beoomesy  at  law,  tenant  at  will  to 
the  trnstee:  where,  therefore,  the  equitable 
owner  of  an  estate,  a  term  In  which  has  been 
anigned  to  attend  the  inheritance,  is  in  pos^ 
aeanon,  the  right  of  entry  under  the  3d  sec- 
tion  of  the  3  A  4  W.  4,  c  27,  aoemes  only 
open  the  determination  of  the  tenancy  at  will 
resnlting  from  saeh  possession.  lb. 

a»  The  3d  seotion  of  the  8  A  4  W.  4,  e.  27,  does 
not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  eettui  que  truat 
holding  possession  of  land  under  the  trustee. 

Jh. 


UNLIQUIDATEI)  DAMAGES. 
See  Bahkbupt,  EL 


VBKDOB  AND  PURCHASBR. 

Damaffet  /or  Breach  of  CoaCrcMrf. 

^A.  entered  into  possession  of  premises  under  an 
agreement  with  B.,  under  which  he  was  to 
bold  them  as  tenant  for  two  years,  at  the 
yeariy  rent  of  601.,  with  liberty  to  him  to 
make,  at  his  own  expense,  suoh  alterations 
and  additions  to  the  premises  as  he  might 
think  proper,  the  same  being  improvements, 
and  A.  to  have  the  option  of  purchasing  the 
premises,  at  any  time  during  the  two  years, 
for  000^ — "  it  being  understood  between  the 
parties  that  B.  was  possessed  of  the  premises 
for  bis  own  life  and  the  life  of  0.,  and  of  the 
iunriyor  of  them."  It  being,  however,  dis- 
covered that  B.  had  not  the  precise  interest 
mentioned  in  the  agreement,  A.  brought 
assumpsit  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach 
of  contract,  and  also  compensation  for  the 
money  expended  by  him  in  improvements : — 
Held,  that  he  was  only  entitled  to  recover  the 
value  of  the  proposed  lease,  and  not  the  value 
of  the  improvements.  Wcrikitkgto^  t.  "War- 
ruiytoM.  184 

AlMlMeSALS. 


WAIVBR. 
Cf  Irreffukirity—See  pRAonoB,  IL 

WASTE. 
See  GoTSVAHT. 

WILL. 

WiU  t«  two  Parte,  Sffeet  of  AUeratione  in  One 

of  them. 

The  testator  executed  a  will  in  Yorkshire,  in 
1770,  he  then  having  four  sons.  A  fifth  son 
befaig  bom  in  1777,  the  testator,  in  1778,  exe- 
«8led  in  London  what  was  apparently  in- 


tended to  be  a  #epy  ai,  and  was  dated  on  tb« 

same  day  as,  the  Yorkshire  will,  and  at  tha 
same  time  made  a  oodidl  in  duplicate,-^e 
ostensible  ol^ect  of  the  codicil  being,  to  maka 
provision  for  the  newly-born  son.  The  testa- 
tor's third  son  died  in  1795.  The  testator  died 
in  1808,  leaving  the  other  four  sons  him  sur- 
viving. After  his  death,  the  Yorkshire  wiB^ 
with  one  eopy  of  the  codicil,  were  found  in 
an  open  portfolio  upon  his  libraiy  table,  with 
erasures  in  both,  the  effect  of  which  would  be, 
in  a  certain  event,  to  give  to  the  eldest  son 
certain  estates  which  otherwise  would  have 
gone  to  the  younger  sons  in  suoeession.  The 
London  will,  with  the  other  copy  of  the  oodi- 
dl, were  found,  without  alteration,  looked  up 
in  a  drawer  in  the  same  table.  In  the  port- 
folio was  also  found  an  undated  and  unfinish- 
ed sketch  of  a  will.  The  Yorkshire  will,  and 
the  codicil  found  with  it,  were  proved  by  th« 
testator's  widow  and  executrix.  After  the 
death  of  all  his  brothers,  the  testator's  fifth 
son  brought  an  ^ectment  against  the  heir  of 
his  eldest  brother,  claiming  under  the  limita- 
tions contained  in  the  unaltered  (or  London) 
will  and  codicil.  At  the  trial,  the  judge  left 
it  to  the  Jury  to  say, — first,  whether  the  Lon- 
don will  was  executed  by  the  testator  as  a 
separate  and  independent  will,  or  whether  the 
Yorkshire  will  and  the  London  will,  with  the 
duplicate  codicil  annexed  to  each,  formed  one 
will,  the  last  will  of  the  testator ;  telling  them, 
that,  ^  they  toere  eatiefied  that  all  the  doeu* 
mente  together  formed  one  toill  in  tioo  parley 
an  al^ration  or  obliteration  in  one  part,  wae,  in 
point  of  law,  an  alteration  or  caneell<Mtion  of 
tie  oorrvepamding  portion  of  the  other  part,  and 
that  (he  will,  so  aUered,  became  the  hut  toill  of 
the  teetator, — secondly,  whether  the  altera- 
tions, when  they  were  made  by  the  testator, 
were  intended  by  him  to  be  final,  and  to  stand 
as  his  last  will,  or  were  merely  deliberative, 
and  intended  to  exist  only  until  he  made  a 
fhture  wilL  The  Jury  found  that  the  two 
wills  and  the  codicil  were  intended  to  form 
one  will,  and  that  the  alterations  in  the  York- 
shire will,  and  in  the  codicil  found  with  it, 
were  intended  to  be  final  ^— Held,  that  these 
two  questions  were  properly  submitted  to  the 
jury,  and  that  the  direction  of  the  judge  was 
correct  in  point  of  law.  i>oe  d.  Strickland  v. 
Strickland.  724 

WITNESS. 
See  EvnnircB. 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 

Out  of  the  Petty  Bag  Office,  under  the  12  tt  IS 
Viet,  c  109. 

leeued  againet  Good  Faith,}—!.  The  oourt  ba- 
low  reftised  to  set  aside  a  writ  of  eiror  iarainf 


cu'o  .  '/^: 


WRIT  OF  ERROtl. 


/ 


^ 


\  ^-'^  oat  of  the  petty-bAg  offioe  ponaant  to  the  12 
A  13  Vict  0. 109>  on  the  ground  that  it  had 
been  issued  against  good  faith,  and  in  con> 
traTention  of  an  agreement  entered  into  be- 
tween the  parties, — thinking  that  the  court  in 
which  the  writ  was  returnable  alone  had  power 
to  deal  with  it  Oarrard,  dem.»  Tuck,  ten.  254 
2.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  declined 
to  set  aside  a  writ  of  error  issuing  out  of  the 
,-  petty  bag  office  pursuant  to  the  12  A  13  Vict. 
0. 109,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  issued 
against  good  &ith,  and  in  oontrayention  of  an 
agreement  entered  into  between  the  parties. 


— holding  that  the  power  so  to  deal  with  the 
writ  was  in  the  court  beloW,  or  in  a  Judge  at 
chambers  under  s.  37 ;  the  court  of  error  not 
being  a  <<  superior  court  of  common  law," 
within  that  statute.  lb.  258 

3.  Held,  that  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  irre- 
spectively of  the  statute  12  A  13  Vict  c.  109, 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  quash  a  writ  of  error, 
— except  for  a  defect  apparent  on  the  fkce  of 
it,  or  on  the  ground  that  the  record  is  incon- 
sistent w.ith  it  Ih. 

4.  A  Judge  at  chambers  quashed  such  a  writ. 

lb.  270 


BND  OF  THE  BiaHSH  VOLUMB. 
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